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Abstract 
This study aims to analyze the application of twentieth century sociologist George Mead’s role 
theory to Henry VIII and Mary I, of Britain’s Tudor Dynasty, regarding their treatment of their 
families during the early to mid-sixteenth century. Contemporary role theory can offer a useful 
lens to study sixteenth century royal family functionality through an analysis of Henry VIII and 
Mary I’s lives as monarchs of England. Role theory can illuminate the role conflict that led to a 
separation between Henry and Mary as people and as sovereigns. Their roles, derived from 
traditional authority, set them apart as people and led them to behave in a way that would not 
have been true to their characters if they were not monarchs. The roles will therefore be given 
particular attention pertaining to family issues within a sixteenth century social, religious and 
political context. The findings of this study include an explanation of conflict with identity as 
well as a conflict with roles using transformation as the catalyst in the case of both of these 
monarchs. This study includes a qualitative content analysis, while also employing methods from 
the humanities to create a unique blend of methodology from both the social sciences and the 
field of history. This blend of methodology aids in creating a model to ensure further 
understanding of conflict analysis from a historical perspective.
x 
 
Chapter 1 
Introduction 
It is productive to use the tools of conflict analysis and resolution to address 
contemporary issues. Yet it is also productive to apply this body of learning to conflicts in the 
historical record. The past is useful for deepening our understanding of how conflicts arise and 
can be resolved because the facts are often verifiable, providing steadiness to the data, yet they 
submit readily to new interpretations and prioritizing according to current theoretical lenses. 
Archival sources have authority that can be enhanced by contemporary understanding. An 
examination of family conflict, as proposed for this research project, will be enhanced not only 
by the historical record but also by the contrast between contemporary and Tudor era concepts of 
family roles and duties, and the intersection, the conflict nexus, between the two roles. While 
familial roles and responsibilities vary from culture to culture and from one historical period to 
another, some are instinctive and consistent across eras. The familial roles in this study 
encompass cause and effect in generational and historic influences that invoke themes that arise 
in 21st century family conflicts. The extreme strategies these monarchs put into play were 
available at the time, of dubious but legitimized legality, yet were driven by common bloodline 
entanglements. The field of conflict analysis and resolution is a multi-disciplinary field of study. 
The incorporation of historical research will only enhance the study of conflict as history is 
prone to repeating itself throughout time. Additionally, the blend of the history, from the 
humanities, with the interdisciplinary nature of conflict analysis and resolution from the social 
sciences lends a unique perspective in both of the disciplines of the social sciences and 
humanities, which is not frequently explored. In addition, the emphasis of analysis in this study 
strengthens one of the primary aspects of the field of conflict analysis and resolution, which 
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supports the background of the conflict before reaching a resolution, or in this case, recognizing 
a transformation.  
A major emerging theme that reoccurs throughout the reigns of Henry VIII and Mary I 
includes a varying degree of cruelty, especially towards their family members, but this cruelty 
also expanded out towards their subjects. For the purpose of this study, cruelty will be defined as 
ruthless and merciless behaviors towards another person. As Rundell (2012) writes, “In 
conventional sociology and social theory it is more usual to talk about violence rather than 
cruelty” (p. 4). While violence is a factor in both these monarch’s outward cruelty, it is not a 
compulsory component when enacting cruelty on a family member. Henry and Mary’s 
relationship as father and daughter is an example of cruelty, without violence. Rundell (2012) 
continues to say, “violence, or more specifically cruelty – as it is more than physical violence – 
is not only a form of social action that has its referent external to itself as a form of mutually 
understood social action portrayed as force, but that it is also a human act that both carries its 
creation internal to itself, and is singular and heteronomous” (p. 4). This distinction is more 
accurate with the usage of the term “cruelty” for the purposes of this study. Physical violence is 
not also accompanying cruelty, unless specifically noted by the researcher. While Henry was 
cruel towards his wives, he was not always physically violent. Henry was cruel towards 
Katherine of Aragon and Anne of Cleves in the manner of which he divorced them, but no 
physical violence occurred. Henry was however physically violent towards Anne Boleyn in 
ordering her judicial murder. Again, Henry was not physically violent towards his daughter, 
Mary, although he exhibiting a level of cruelty, which still resonates within family conflict 
today. His forced submission of Mary as well as forcing her to give up her title as princess and 
serve her younger sister, Elizabeth is cruel, but not physically violent.  
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Additionally, another emerging theme is role transformation; both Henry and Mary went 
through a clear transformation motivated by either the behavior of others around them or through 
a potential illness that was never confirmed due to the lack of medical knowledge in the sixteenth 
century (Kramer, 2012; Lofts, 1977). For the purpose of this study, transformation in reference to 
these two individuals will be defined as substantial identity change that cannot be reversed in 
circumstances surrounding actors to which they must adapt. For the purposes of this study, 
transformation will be linked to the concept of conflict transformation. According to Jeong 
(2000), “Subjective and objective contexts for a constructive transformation of conflicts can be 
changes by a shift in power relations and attitudes” (p. 37). These shifts in power relations and 
attitudes manifest in three main categories of transformation; these categories include personal, 
political, and religious. Unlike the traditional understanding of conflict transformation, these 
transformations did not always change perceptions (Jeong, 2000). Additionally, this kind of 
conflict transformation does not include the “replacement of violent tactics with nonviolent 
action in achieving desired outcomes” (p. 37). Instead, the kind of conflict transformation(s) 
taking place would often further escalates violence as a means of dealing with conflict before an 
era of resolution. Personal transformation often took place after conflict or because of conflict, 
often a conflict with roles creating a role transformation stemming from conflict. Not only were 
personal transformations evident in these individuals, with it came political and religious 
transformations in the country of England during the sixteenth century. When such 
transformation exhibits itself as a perceivable phenomenon on more than one level, for example, 
physical as well as social, philosophical as well as political, it typically demonstrates 
psychosocial influences (Toumey, 2012). Generational succession, for both monarchs and 
ordinary families, can nurture conflicts familiar to involved individuals of historic and current 
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societies. The past offers a portrait of a different world in some ways, yet mirrors the 
researcher’s world as well. 
Family conflict is not a new phenomenon nor is it an issue that manifests in a particular 
race, social economic class, or country. The structure of the royal family in sixteenth century 
England was complicated. Prior to Henry’s father, Henry VII coming to the throne there was the 
Wars of the Roses or the Cousin’s War, which was the House of Lancaster and the House of 
York, both royal families and related to one another with legitimate claims to the throne of 
England (Elton, 1991; Fields, 1998; Neillands, 1992). Fields (1998) writes, “This dynastic 
struggle continued for thirty years, essentially between the house of York, whose symbol was the 
white rose, and the house of Lancaster, whose symbolic rose was supposedly red” (p. 23; also 
supported by Pollard, 2001). Additionally, this kind of family on family violence in the hopes of 
the throne of England is illustrated in this quote by Fields (1998), “Finally, in 1399, Richard was 
overthrown and ultimately killed by his cousin, Henry of Bolingbroke, son of the duke of 
Lancaster. The usurping Bolingbroke became Henry IV, the first Lancastrian king” (p. 24; also 
supported by Neillands, 1992). However, relatives could also be one’s greatest allies in times of 
war and conflict. Fields (1998) writes, “These royal families did not fight with standing armies. 
Medieval English kings maintained no such institutions. Faced with combat, they called up 
knights, squires, court officials and relatives, most of whom had been trained since youth in the 
martial arts” (p. 28). In fact, some of the most well documented instances or examples of family 
cruelty lie in an institution, the British Monarchy, that some view as outdated.  Mostly notably, 
the House of Hanover of Britain, who ascended to the throne after the Stuarts, was notorious for 
their animosity between father, the monarch, and son, the heir (Brody, 1952; Farquhar, 2001). As 
Farquhar (2001) writes of the House of Hanover, “It would be distinguished by five generations 
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of fathers and sons who absolutely despised one another” (p. 151). Additionally, Shakespeare’s 
notorious play, Richard III, was based in part on the mysterious disappearance and alleged 
murder of a monarch’s two young nephews, one a young king of England awaiting his 
coronation in the Tower of London. Because of his disappearance, as well as that of his younger 
brother, Richard claimed the crown for himself (Castleden, 2005; Meyer, 2010). Richard remains 
one of the most controversial English kings of all time (Castleden, 2005). As for the fate of his 
young nephews, their murder or disappearance remains a mystery to this day. According to 
Castleden (2005): 
The two princes were seen a few more times in the Tower shortly after that, then never 
again. According to the Great Chronicle of London, the boys were seen several times in 
1483, shooting and playing in the Tower garden in the summer of 1483. According to 
another account, by French spy Dominic Mancini, they were seen less and less frequently 
that summer, at windows and behind bars ‘till at length they ceased to appear altogether’. 
The two accounts contradict one another and it not possible to be sure what happened. (p. 
38).  
Richard III was the English king before Henry Tudor, or Henry VII, Henry’s VIII’s father, who 
began the Tudor dynasty (Fields, 1998; Neillands, 1992). The House of Tudor has generated 
much interest over the past few decades with the emergence of historical fiction novels and the 
Showtime series, The Tudors. Henry VIII’s reign, especially his turbulent behavior in the last 
decade of his life, is a source of controversy for both fictional writers and scholars as they try to 
dissect and understand what led him to behave in such an irrational and often monstrous way. 
Mary Tudor, or Mary I, is remembered as “Bloody Mary” for the sheer amount of Protestants she 
burned during her short five-year reign (Meyer, 2010; Porter, 2007). Mary is another monarch of 
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the House of Tudor who sparks much interest in both popular culture and academia. Like her 
father, Henry, there are many unanswered questions about her life and reign as the Queen of 
England. For both, the primary and secondary sources available for analysis provide linguistic 
flexibility as they were originally written in English. For these reasons, both Mary and Henry 
will be analyzed in this study to provide further insight into their characters and roles.  
The British monarchy, its succession of monarchs and their families, has shown the world 
that royalty is not immune to family cruelty such as in the cases of monarch to spouse, and 
monarch to children, and consequently, monarch to subjects. In the two examples of Henry VIII 
and his daughter, Mary I, of the Tudor Dynasty during the sixteenth century, Henry VIII legally 
murdered two of his wives through execution and declared both of his daughters illegitimate 
before restoring them to the succession after his son, but still did not recognize them as 
legitimate heirs (Guy, 1990; Weir, 1996). Mary I, Henry VIII’s first-born daughter, was a direct 
victim of Henry’s cruelty and victimization. Mary I, England’s first queen regnant2, is best 
known throughout history as “Bloody Mary” for her ruthless prosecution and murder of her 
Protestant subjects (Meyer, 2010). Mary is also noted for her cruelty towards her younger sister, 
the future Elizabeth I, Henry VIII’s daughter by his second wife, Anne Boleyn, after imprisoning 
Elizabeth numerous times throughout her reign (Bernard, 2005; Loades, 2003; Meyer, 2010). 
 Both of these rulers were in exalted positions in their lives and whether their treatment or 
attitudes towards their families would have been different if they were common people is 
impossible to determine. Men or women who are destined to fulfill a vocation that not many 
other people will ever experience in their lifetimes fill the role of king or queen.  Role theory 
enables both of these sovereigns to be viewed through an additional lens, instead of the 
2 Empress Matilda in the twelfth century was actually England’s first queen regnant, but is often overlooked because her father, Henry I’s 
disputed succession and her short time on the throne. A queen regnant is a queen who reigns in her own right, not through the marriage of a king 
(Fraser, 1975).   
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traditional term or role of tyrants, monsters, or murderers that many historical references label 
them as. The role of monarch, or the script of fulfilling that role, led these two individuals to act 
and behave in a particular way that may not have been likely if they were not fulfilling a 
particular image or script destined for them through their heredity. 
 While focusing on the analysis aspect of this story or conflict, the lives of Henry and 
Mary do not reach a resolution; instead, the emergence of a conflict transformation is what 
makes their stories unique and applicable to the fields of both conflict analysis and resolution 
and history. As Jeong (2000) writes, “Conflict situations need to be transformed in such a way to 
identify and support structures that tend to consolidate peace” (p. 37). Similar to the Passage and 
Impasse Model, which will be discussed in the following chapters of this study, Henry and 
Mary’s lives encounter a series of ebbs and flows, which highlight turning points in their stories 
leading to a conflict transformation. According to Jeong (2000), “In transformative perspectives, 
roles and relationships have to be redesigned in the process of re-structuring the patterns of 
transactions and interactions” (p. 38).  In this sense, Henry and Mary’s conflicts, whether internal 
or external, begin to transform, creating short-lived resolutions, or perhaps, further conflict 
within themselves or other people, most notably their family members who will be further 
explored in this study.  
Story of the Conflict 
 The conflict this study focused upon is Henry’s conflict with his wives and children, most 
notably Mary, the other individual used as a subject for this study. The chronological order of 
introduction for his six wives and three surviving children is displayed below: 
1. Henry was married six times: 
a) Katherine of Aragon – divorced 
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i. This union produced a daughter, Mary Tudor  
b) Anne Boleyn – beheaded 
i. This union produced a daughter, Elizabeth Tudor 
c) Jane Seymour – died 
i. This union produced a son, Edward Tudor 
d) Anne of Cleves - divorced 
e) Katherine Howard - beheaded 
f) Katharine Parr – survived 
Mary Tudor, Henry’s oldest child with his first wife, Katherine of Aragon, was born February 
18, 1516 and was the sole heir to the Kingdom of England until the birth of her half-sister, 
Elizabeth, on September 7, 1533 (Porter, 2007). For the purpose of this study, Mary’s story 
concentrates on her conflict with her sister, Elizabeth, and her relationship with her father, 
Henry. As some historians theorized, Mary’s life drastically changed with her father’s break 
from the Catholic Church and the establishment of the Church of England.  
 Once Mary ascended to the throne in 1553, she sought to bring England back to the 
authority of the Catholic Church (Whitelock, 2010). She solidified her commitment by marrying 
Philip of Spain, another Catholic prince, in the hopes of producing a Catholic male heir to 
succeed her on the throne (Whitelock, 2010). However, Mary died without issue in 1558, leaving 
her kingdom to her younger half-sister, Elizabeth, a Protestant, whom she regarded with 
suspicion throughout her reign.  
Her story therefore encapsulates conflicts that affecter her, her family, her country, and 
her country’s international alliances. Religious and political conflicts arose when the personal 
conflicts of Henry and Mary begin to collide with affairs of state and the religion of England. For 
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this reason, religious conflicts pertaining to Reformers and Catholics are also factors woven into 
this study. In sixteenth century England, there was no separation of church and state and 
therefore, religious conflicts subsequently became political conflicts, a clash between the 
Reformers and Catholics at the royal courts, which is also consistently illustrated throughout this 
study. Neither Henry nor Mary was able to act as an authoritative adult within familial bonds, 
either supportively or in conflict, without engaging the interests and liabilities of the larger social 
and political communities they ruled and served. There is little of historical interest in their adult 
lives that can be considered outside of the entangled roles that defined them. What makes these 
figures compelling sources of academic and popular interest is that they never any aspect of their 
lives in isolation. Whether or not they saw themselves as autonomous at any time, the roles they 
played in family, royal office, and beyond defined their choices and the thinking by which they 
resolved these choices. Family put Henry and Mary in the positions from which they could create 
unique royal identities. Centuries later we remember them, however, for the way their symbiotic 
roles defined them and the way they tried to redefine those roles. 
Role Theory and Role Conflict  
 George H. Mead’s role theory is a perspective within sociology that suggests that 
individuals act out socially defined roles based on a social position or a particular context (Mead, 
1934; Stryker, 2008). In this case, the particular role theory most applicable to these two 
individuals would be the theory on roles that are occupied by individuals who then become 
actors. Identity is a large aspect of role and role theory. Individuals often seek to play out identity 
in roles, and will often actively seek out situations where they can portray this identity. Stryker 
(2008) writes, “The notion of identity became one prominent way to re-conceptualize self over 
the last few decades. In general terms, self is not viewed as a set or series of identities that can be 
9 
 
invoked individually or simultaneously in situation, but once evoked, individuals’ actions are 
directed at having others verify an identity or identities” (pp. 331-332). Furthermore, Stryker 
(2008) writes that, “identities are parts of larger sense of self, and as such, they are internalized 
self-designations associated with positions that individuals occupy within various social 
contexts” (p. 333). These social contexts can include differing roles, which overlaps with role 
theory.  In the case of a ruler or monarch, many situations arise when the individual can portray a 
particular role or identity (Mead, 1934; Stryker, 2008).  
Additionally, the theory of role conflict is another dimension to role theory that can 
further complicate or explain Henry VIII and Mary I’s actions. Role conflict identifies when an 
individual is expected to act out multiple roles simultaneously that are contradictory to one 
another and inadvertently cause conflict (Mead, 1934).Additionally, “Role theory states that, 
when behaviors expected of an individual are inconsistent – one kind of role conflict – he will 
experience stress, become dissatisfied, and perform less effectively than if the expectation 
impose on him did not conflict” (Rizzo, House & Lirtzman, 1970, p. 151). Rizzo and associates 
(1970) continue to say, “Role conflict can therefore be seen as resulting from violation of these 
two classical principles and causing decreased individual satisfaction and decreased 
organizational effectiveness” (p. 151). This additional layer of role theory may apply more to 
Mary regarding her conflict between her role as a queen and her role as a submissive wife, as her 
monarchial role conflicted with her familial role. In support of this, Rizzo and associates (1970) 
also mention “ambiguity should increase the probability that a person will be dissatisfied with his 
role, will experience anxiety, will distort reality and will thus perform less effectively” (p. 151). 
This holds true to Mary because of the ambiguity of becoming the first queen regnant of 
England, her role caused her some grief and conflict. 
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Research Question 
The purpose of this study is to identify the illuminations that role theory and role conflict 
bring to Henry VIII and Mary I’s treatment toward their immediate family members and spouses. 
The primary research question will be as follows: 
RQ1: What are the psychosocial meanings stemming from religion, politics, family dynamics, 
and/or other factors underpinning a unitary actor or representative’s cruel treatment of their 
family, when they act in loyalty to a role which is based on traditional authority? In addition, this 
research considers how role theory adds to our understanding of those meanings. 
The term ‘unitary actor’ will be used due to the all-encompassing nature of a leader, spanning 
from 1509 until what would be classified as a political leader today. The term, ‘unitary actor’ 
refers to both a sixteenth century monarch and a present-day politician, which will be used as 
juxtaposition later on this study.  
 It is hard to ignore the political and religious implications of Henry and Mary’s reign. 
Both monarchs made decisions, namely in the personal lives, with members of their families that 
led their country into religious and political confusion and havoc. The transformation in both 
their lives adds to the consequential upheaval the country of England endured in the mid 
sixteenth century. 
Current Theories on Behavior 
 As initially mentioned above, Henry’s treatment towards his family and those closest to 
him is especially cruel, even by sixteenth century standards (Meyer, 2010). In fact, author 
Charles Dickens refers to Henry as the spot of blood and grease on the history of England 
(Smith, 1982). While other monarchs may have experienced conflicts with their roles, very few 
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have reached the level of cruelty that Henry VIII is remembered for, not only in England but also 
throughout history.  
Two notable and well-respected Tudor historians believe that Henry’s actions and cruelty 
were consistent, although it erupted at certain points during his reign; Alison Weir and Hilary 
Mantel’s theories argue that his nervousness, constant suffering, and illogic of his decisions were 
always present (Lipscomb, 2009; Mantel, 2009). This may seem plausible and consistent when 
Henry began to emerge in role as ruler, husband (six times), a father (three times), and then 
Supreme Head of the Church of England.  
Most of the alternative explanations regarding Henry’s behavior have little to do with 
familial roles, but instead account for external, psychological, or medical factors. This does seem 
to have some validation, although it does not address the sociological aspect of Henry’s reign 
and how complex his character was for his time. Feminist scholar Karen Lindsey writes of 
Henry’s ego and of him getting “his way through open tyranny,” the old Henry (of his earlier 
years) only “showing itself erratically” (Lindsey, 1995, p. xxvii). Lindsey writes little of Henry’s 
roles, but instead focuses on the roles of his wives and how they contributed to his personality 
and ultimately the religion in England (Lindsey, 1995). Lindsey does address this as a 
psychological component to Henry’s tyranny, which does have some validity in the sociological 
field of roles and role theory.  
  Additional Tudor historians such as, Suzannah Lipscomb, in her book, 1536: The year 
that changed Henry VIII, believes his behavior was not much due to his roles, or interpretations 
of his roles, but instead pinpoints a particular year during his reign. Historians vary on 
pinpointing a particular year(s) of transformation based on interpretations as to when Henry’s 
behavior changed. However, according to Lipscomb, this shift or alleged transformation resulted 
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in irrational and overly cruel behavior towards those closest to him (Lipscomb, 2009). Lipscomb 
credits some of Henry’s familial troubles, such as the loss of his illegitimate son, the Duke of 
Richmond, the death of his first wife, Katherine of Aragon, and the judicial murder of Anne 
Boleyn, as the contributing factors leading to Henry’s transformation and ultimate cruelty in the 
later years of his reign as his roles began to fully emerge. Although Henry already fulfilled 
certain roles in his life, he began to take on new ones once he decided to pursue Anne. 
Transformations began to occur as he transformed through his own conflict and broke free of 
structural constraints.  
 Kyra Kramer, a medical anthropologist, believes that Henry’s behavior was due to a 
medical condition resulting in Kell positive blood, which made Henry into a monster and 
contributed to his wives’ obstetrical problems. Kramer also admits that due to the lack of 
knowledge in the field of psychology at the time, she believes the Kell positive blood, resulting 
in McLeod Syndrome, led to psychological problems feeding to his already present ego, which 
ultimately led to Henry’s tyranny (Kramer, 2012). Kramer mentions nothing about Henry’s roles, 
but instead looks at his medical history and behavior from about age twenty-five onwards, 
mostly his behavior towards his wives and those ministers closest to him (Kramer, 2012). 
Kramer also credits the year 1535 for Henry’s transformation, as opposed to the popular year of 
1536. Kramer believes this was when Henry began to execute those closest to him for simply 
disagreeing with his personal or political policies (K. Kramer, personal communication, May 7, 
2013).  
Tudor historian David Starkey presents the most complimentary explanation for Henry’s 
cruel and erratic behavior. Starkey attests that Henry was interested above all in fame (Starkey, 
2011). This goal of achieving fame during his reign as king is a possible motive for the roles he 
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played, especially in the later years of his life. During his time as king, Henry yearned for fame 
and glory. He wanted to be a war hero in France but that ended drastically when his army was 
defeated, which left his country close to bankruptcy. He then set out to be a defender of the 
Catholic faith against Martin Luther (Guy, 1988). Both of these acts exhibit Henry as fulfilling or 
acting in particular roles. Starkey attests that Henry wanted above all virtue, glory, immortality, 
and fame, great aspirations of the Renaissance (Starkey, 2011). With this role to fill, Henry set 
out in any direction to achieve immortality through history as one of England’s most memorable 
kings. While he was able to achieve this, he is not remembered for being a war hero or the 
defense of the Catholic Church, but instead most often a “tyrant” and a “wife-killer.”  
For Mary Tudor, the explanation to her role conflict by previous historians is more clear-
cut, primarily resulting from her tumultuous and un-loved teenage years when her father initiated 
a divorce from her mother and labeled her a “bastard” and no longer England’s beloved princess 
and sole heir to the throne (Brody, 1953). Her conflicts, both personal and in matters of state, are 
more clearly rooted in familial problems of her childhood. Kyra Kramer believes that Mary 
suffered the most under Henry’s tumultuous reign. She was old enough to remember the kind 
and loving father he had once been to her, resulting in her strong hold over her Catholic religion 
in order to preserve some sanctity of the happy days of her youth (K. Kramer, personal 
communication, May 7, 2013). Her strong religious convictions led to one of the most violent 
times in British history. 
 Unfortunately, there is no clear explanation as to how the gruesome events unraveled out 
of control during Mary’s reign, especially when looking at how many Protestants were burned 
under her command (Brody, 1953; Meyer, 2010). In terms of her relationship with her half-sister, 
Elizabeth, many believe that her hatred or dislike for her younger sister stems more from 
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Elizabeth’s mother, Anne Boleyn’s, treatment of Mary as her stepmother during Mary’s late 
teenage years, from about age seventeen to age twenty (Erickson, 1983). Although, when 
Elizabeth was a child, Mary did show much affection towards her younger sister (Whitelock, 
2010).  Once queen, Mary viewed Elizabeth as a threat as she was of the opposing religion and 
was next in line to the throne (Erickson, 1983; Whitelock, 2010). This is consistent with roles 
and role theory because Mary’s role did change drastically when she became queen and 
Elizabeth her heir. Their roles were no longer sister and sister; it emerged into something much 
more political. In the case of Mary Tudor, the literature reveals a strong case of role conflict, 
especially once Mary ascended to the throne, when her attitude and treatment towards Elizabeth 
changed greatly. Mary and Elizabeth were not just sisters, but they represented differing and 
opposing religions and political views. The family conflict of the Tudors was not just those of 
poor familial relations, but also that of political and religious ramifications.  
Research Design 
These categories or concepts filtered into main themes of the study, which included 
transformations in both Henry and Mary. The theme of transformation is a main theme in this 
study, which therefore serves as an umbrella theme branching out to three categories of 
transformation: personal transformation, religious transformation, and political transformation. 
While these were the main categories of transformation that emerged from the study, there were 
additional themes, which served as sub-themes, and supporting themes to all three categories of 
transformation. Additionally, there were meta-themes that also emerged from the study, which 
subsequently filter or support the sub-themes and main themes of transformation.  Although 
some instances warrant a personal, political, or religious transformation, the same events re-told 
in other documents may not be classified the same way based on their verbiage or direct/indirect 
15 
 
linkage to the appropriate transformation category. Additionally, a few of the supporting quotes 
extracted from the primary and secondary sources which support the study and the research 
question will be included in more than one chapter of transformation. For example, as was 
consistent with the times, political transformation and religious transformation often overlapped 
because religion was politics in sixteenth century England. Lastly, there will be additional 
supporting quotes in the data analysis chapter. These quotes did not conform to any of the 
transformation themes; however, they are still important in supporting the nature and roles of 
Henry and Mary. The chart on the following page will illustrate the filtering or supporting 
diagram of the themes included within this study. 
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The sub-theme throughout the text was clearly, power, which could be further 
subdivided. However, this power took on two distinctive forms, intrafamilial power and 
monarchial power. Intrafamilial power will be the implementation of power upon a family 
member based on the authority of traditional domination. Monarchial power is the power derived 
directly through traditional domination and authority. While the lesser meta-themes all filter into 
the two forms of power and then eventually into one or more of the categories of transformation, 
there was still two more emerging themes which were so prominent that they could not serve as 
meta-themes in this study. Betrayal and allegiance, two contradictory concepts occurred 
concurrently throughout a number of the documents used for this study. They appear parallel or 
equal to the two themes of power because they require their own set of meta-themes, which filter 
into the concepts of betrayal and alliance. Additionally, they both occurred so frequently that it 
would do both themes a disservice to label them as only meta-themes and supporting themes 
Political 
Transformation 
Religious 
Transformation 
Personal 
Transformation 
Cruelty Violence Jealousy Pride Perserverance Suspicion Conscience 
Intrafamilial Power Betrayal/Allegiance 
Monarchial Power 
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within this study. These themes are supportive in understanding transformation, which 
eventually curtailed into conflict with Henry and Mary’s roles, including role conflict and the 
evocation of more than one identity for Henry. Additionally, these sorts of transformations are 
loosely classified into conflict transformation, but not in the same context as the historical model, 
as they began to cause conflict through either the acquisition of more than one identity and the 
conflict caused by the friction of role conflict, which most specifically occurred with Mary. 
The comprehensive themes of this data analysis engage both polarities in the phases of 
conflict that created the history we know. For example, power, monarchial power and 
intrafamilial power are sub-themes in many of these source materials that will be elaborated 
upon in this analysis, but power is only effective to the degree that it overcomes resistance or 
indifference, which is why it belongs under the main themes of transformation. For the purpose 
of this study, and consistent with the field of conflict analysis and resolution, power will be 
defined by “a relational concept functioning between functioning between the person and his or 
her environment” (Deutsch, Coleman & Marcus, 2006, p. 122). Deutsch and associates (2006) 
continue to say, “Power, therefore, is determined not only be the characteristics of the person or 
persons involved in any given situation, nor solely by the characteristics of the situation, but by 
the interaction of these two set of factors” (p. 122). In looking for decisive understanding of the 
Tudor era as a transformative time in British history, it is also important to recognize continuities 
in British identity in this time as well. For example, the transition from a Catholic national 
identity to a Protestant national identity was seen as a profound shift at the time, but from the 
comfort of historical perspective, it can be seen as a shift from one Christian perspective to 
another rather than a more substantial shift such as from the Bible to another foundational 
religious text. 
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The following chapters will first, discuss the content literature on Henry, and then 
transition to Mary. The next chapter will discuss the existing background and literature on Mary. 
Following Mary’s chapter, there will be a chapter on the theoretical framework for this study, 
role theory, followed by two additional subsidiary theories, which will be used and implemented 
in support of the main argument.  
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Chapter 2 
Review of the Content Literature: Henry Tudor 
 Henry VIII and Mary I, both of the House of Tudor, are two of the most controversial 
monarchs in British history. Prince Henry, later Henry VIII, was born June 28, 1491 at 
Greenwich Palace (Fraser, 1975; Lipscomb, 2009; Wooding, 2009). He was the third of four 
children born to Henry VII and his queen consort, Elizabeth of York (Delderfield, 1972; 
Wooding, 2009). The House of Tudor brought with it the bridge between The Middle Ages and 
the Renaissance (Delderfield, 1972; Penn, 2012). Henry ascended to the throne after the death of 
his father, Henry VII’s death in 1509, when he was seventeen years old; it was the first 
undisputed transfer of power in England in almost a hundred years (Weir, 2001). This was his 
first and primary role after being heir apparent; his role as king defined him and a new era for 
England.  
Not only was Henry the heir to the throne in the traditional sense of authority, but he 
possessed a certain character that England yearned for after the death of his remote and serious 
father (Dwyer, 1988). Henry was characterized as a “brilliant scholar and sportsman whose good 
looks, splendid physique and kingly bearing were the talk of Christendom” (Weir, 1996, p. 1). 
Additionally, according to Delderfield (1972), “Unlike his father, he was ambitious. Three years 
after becoming king, he invaded France, commanding the English with Austrian mercenaries, 
and won the ‘Battle of Spurs’” (p. 69). Henry’s accession to the throne was welcomed by 
England and was accepted widely by fellow European monarchs (Meyer, 2010; Fraser, 1975). 
Additionally, Delderfield (1972) writes, “In his early manhood Henry was accounted the most 
handsome and accomplished prince of his time, skilled both in learning and athletics” (p. 69). 
Although his role as king would not be clearly defined until the later years of his reign, Henry’s 
first and primary role was King of England. 
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Aside from the more “superficial entertainments, Henry delighted in the company of 
scholars, artists and musicians, and his court become a renowned center of culture” (Weir, 1996, 
p.1). Lindsey (1995) also writes, “Besides theology, Henry studied philosophy, medicine, and 
science, and he regretted that time forbade him studying more” (p. 28). Henry VIII chose to 
marry his brother’s widow, Katherine of Aragon, whom he had been betrothed to shortly after 
his older brother’s death (Weir, 2001; Bernard, 2005; Penn, 2012), thus adding another role to 
his life, husband. As Lindsey (1995) writes, “The Henry that Catherine3 of Aragon married on 
that mellow day in June 1509 was charming, handsome, and fully of youthful vigor. He wanted 
to marry Catherine, and had done so promptly” (p. 27).  As Henry’s wife and queen, Katherine’s 
duties were to provide heirs to the throne, participate in charitable works, and act as a calming 
influence over the court (Weir, 2010). In a time when a monarch actually ruled as well as reigned 
over a kingdom, a king or queen’s personality had a great effect on the land he and she governed 
and “few sovereigns have left a more indelible imprint on national institutions and the national 
consciousness than Henry” (Weir, 2010, p. 21). By marrying Katherine, Henry entered into his 
first marriage with a clean slate and every intention of creating a happy and health family with 
plenty of heirs to follow him. The traditional family life cycle includes the launching of a single 
young adult, a young married couple, a family with young children, a family with adolescents, 
children moving out and starting their own families and finally a mature family (A. Gordon, 
personal communication, May 8, 2013; Carter, et al., 2011). This is not the course Henry chose 
with his first wife, Katherine; instead, he made decisions that affected his entire country and the 
course of history. Henry’s attitude towards marriage was unique for his time. As Starkey (2003) 
writes of Henry’s experiences with marriage and his motives for entering into so many unions. 
3 Henry’s first wife is referred to as Katherine or Catherine. 
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“These, primarily, were love and insistent, child-like desire to be happy. It was most unusual for 
a King to approach marriage in such a fashion” (p. xxvi). 
Changes in Henry 
Changes, differing roles, and role conflicts between man and monarch began to occur in 
Henry, and subsequently his kingdom, when Katherine failed to produce a living male heir to the 
English throne. At this time, Henry conveniently fell in love with one of Katherine’s maids of 
honor, the witty and stunning Anne Boleyn (Denny, 2004; Weir, 1996). Henry’s attraction to 
Anne was the catalyst of the first variation in the family life cycle. Hutchinson (2007) writes, 
“Egged on by an ever-ambitious paramour, Henry was soon obsessed and overwhelmed by his 
desire of her [Anne] to be his queen. He had realized, with sudden, fearful insight, that his lack 
of healthy living sons was God’s own terrible verdict on his existing aberrant marriage…” (p. 
27).  Unlike the women Henry pursued in the past, Anne famously refused to submit to Henry 
unless he made her his wife and queen (Bernard, 2005; Starkey, 2003). His quest to replace 
Katherine with Anne as his wife began to change the course of history and Henry personally. As 
Lipscomb (2009) explained, there were many misconceptions about Henry at the time his death, 
such as, “Henry VIII is seen as misogynistic, ruthless, egotistical, fickle, predatory, infantile and 
a sex-obsessed glutton” (p. 23). Henry’s first transformation occurred when he began to seek a 
separation from Katherine of Aragon around 1527; at the time, Henry was 36, middle aged by 
sixteenth century standards (Meyer, 2010). Despite being married for twenty unperturbed years, 
“the couple had suffered a series of heartbreaking miscarriages, stillbirths and cot deaths” 
(Lipscomb, 2009, p. 36). There were numerous pregnancies, but Katherine failed in providing 
England with the much-needed male heir to continue the Tudor succession (Bernard, 2005). 
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Miscarriages are unpredictable stresses that are considered emotionally overwhelming for 
families (Gordon, 2013; Galvin et al., 2012).  
Henry was under the notion that one of his key responsibilities or roles as monarch was to 
secure the Tudor dynasty with a living male heir of age to rule independently without a regency 
or group of councilors. The fear of lacking a male who would succeed to the throne would 
suggest that Henry whole-heartedly believed that God was punishing him for marrying his 
brother’s widow (Lipscomb, 2009; Bernard, 2005). This was the first step to Henry’s additional 
role as a spiritual leader for England. Through his knowledge and interest in theology, Henry 
actively studied his case for a divorce from Katherine and later established himself as Supreme 
Head of the Church of England. The process of divorce is a cycle within itself under a variation 
of the traditional family life cycle that sparks the break-up of the family system (A. Gordon, 
personal communication, May 8, 2013). This separation or desired annulment was further 
complicated because Henry was a ruler of a nation and his wife was therefore queen, rendering a 
certain amount of political influence over her husband. 
Henry meant to replace Katherine with the young Anne in the hope of producing male 
heirs to the throne, as his roles as monarch and spouse begin to collide (Denny, 2004; Guy, 
1990). He argued that according to “Levictus 18:16 and 20:21, the union of a man and the wife 
of his brother was contrary to the law of God” (Lipscomb, 2009, p. 38; Bernard, 2005). When 
Henry realized this argument was not going to hold up, especially with Katherine’s overly 
supportive nephew, King Charles V of Spain, he called for an alternative strategy in order to 
obtain his divorce. This strategy was discovered in the year 1528, when Anne Boleyn had given 
Henry William Tyndale’s book, The Obedience of a Christian Man, an evangelical work that 
stated it was “shameful” for kings to be forced to submit to anyone but God himself (Bernard, 
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2005; Guy, 1990). The discovery of Tyndale’s book, in combination with an “increasing warmth 
Henry felt towards the ideas of royal supremacy and divine-right kingship” (Lipscomb, 2009, p. 
39), further fueled Henry’s ambition to rule as King and Supreme Head of the Church of 
England. Lipscomb (2009) continued to explain, “The English crown had always subscribed to 
the notion of the divine right of kings to rule” (p. 39). Anne Boleyn had now introduced 
Evangelical thought to Henry, setting into motion radical changes in England that could not be 
reversed. The majority of Henry’s arguments as to why he should end his marriage with 
Katherine did not hold up in a court of law. The real reason was his undying love for Anne. 
Again, Henry’s choice of a wife and his desire to be in a happy marriage was a driving force in 
his life that eventually changed history forever. Starkey (2003) adds, “Henry refused to see his 
marriages as other than private acts. They were entered into for his personal satisfaction. And, if 
they failed to satisfy them, he broke them” (p. 8).  
Henry married Anne secretly in his private chapel on January 25, 1533. It is frequently 
debated as to whether Henry committed bigamy by marrying Anne before his first marriage was 
completely dissolved (Borman, 2010). Despite the split of opinions, Henry took on either role as 
bigamist or divorcee with a second wife. Anne was officially recognized as queen of England on 
April 12, 1533, with her coronation following six weeks later on June 1, 1533 (Borman, 2010; 
Bernard, 2005). Henry’s remarriage to Anne created the first of many family conflicts. 
Remarriage entails new roles, boundaries and the realignment of relationships (A. Gordon, 
personal communication, May 8, 2013). After Henry’s marriage to Anne was declared legitimate 
and valid, his first wife, and former love, Katherine of Aragon was downgraded to the title 
Princess Dowager of Wales4 (Hutchinson, 2007). 
4 This would have been Katherine’s title if she had never married Henry and remained the widow of Henry’s older brother, Arthur, the Prince of 
Wales. 
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The chronological order of these events, particularly Anne’s conception, occurred months 
before the official hearing on Henry’s first marriage, suggesting that perhaps a secret marriage 
was held once Anne was sure she was pregnant (Bernard, 2005). In September 1533, when 
Henry was forty-two years old, he became a father again when his new queen, Anne5, gave birth 
to a child, but it was not the long-hoped for male heir to the Tudor Dynasty. It was another girl, 
Princess Elizabeth, the future Elizabeth I (Fraser, 1975). According to Antonia Fraser (1975), 
upon hearing the news of the birth of another daughter, he “treated mother and daughter coldly; 
it was not for another daughter that he had broken with Rome and made Anne his Queen, but the 
child was healthy and precocious and he hoped a son would soon follow” (p. 183). With 
Elizabeth’s birth came the reconstitution of Henry’s family. It was no longer Henry, Katherine, 
and their only daughter, Mary. Instead, Henry had remarried and produced another child with 
another woman. This would not be the end of Henry’s heirs. He would go on to have a third 
child with his third wife, Jane Seymour. 
Anne, like her predecessor, Katherine, was unable to deliver Henry a son. By that time, 
Henry’s infatuation with the woman he put aside Rome for had died down, the fate of 
miscarriages and stillbirths repeated all over again and he once again looked for a way out of his 
marriage (Denny, 2004; Fraser, 1975; Meyer, 2010). Of Henry’s second marriage, Lindsey 
(1995) writes, “The death of that unborn son was also the death of Henry’s obsession with Anne 
Boleyn” (p. 106). At the same time, Queen Anne Boleyn was falling out with her previous ally, 
Thomas Cromwell, Henry’s most trusted servant (Denny, 2004; Hutchinson, 2007; Schofield, 
2008). According to Hutchinson (2007), Cromwell nemesis became Anne Boleyn, “whom he 
described privately as the King’s own ‘night crow’” (p. 27). Cromwell was seeking a fast and 
5 Anne’s year of birth is much disputed; she was born either in 1501 or 1507, making her either thirty-two or twenty-six when she gave birth to 
the Princess Elizabeth and twenty-nine or thirty-five at the time of her execution.  
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drastic downfall for Anne. The downfall of Anne Boleyn and her family, the largely evangelical 
faction at the English court, is a subject still debated today (Denny, 2004; Meyer, 2010). The 
events leading up to her execution and her alleged conspirators are still being analyzed and 
questions are still being answered (Lipscomb, 2009).  
Henry’s Execution of Anne Boleyn 
In May 1536, Queen Anne Boleyn was tried and found guilty of adultery, including 
incest with her own brother, George, Lord Rochford. She was executed two days after her 
alleged accomplices on May 19, 1536 (Denny, 2004; Bernard, 2005). This was the first time 
Henry had one of his wives and queens executed, almost ten years after he started to break with 
the Catholic Church in order to marry Anne. Henry was forty-six years old in 1536 and this was 
arguably one of the years that became a turning point in Henry’s life where his roles as father, 
monarch, spouse and now Supreme Head of the Church of England would collide for the 
remaining years of his life (Lipscomb, 2009). This is an unusual and unique end to a marriage. 
Clearly, the break-up of a marriage does not usually end in the legal murder of one’s spouse. 
When Henry set the precedent for having a wife executed, he essentially redefined family 
dysfunction even by sixteenth century standards, when violence was a familiar means for 
resolution of political conflicts, intruding not only on aristocratic, governmental levels but also in 
the midst of daily lives of commoners (Hicks, 1992; Mantel, 2009). The execution of Anne 
Boleyn does not suggest that Henry took marriage lightly (Starkey, 2003). Starkey (2003) writes, 
“Rather, he took it too seriously. In this one respect, at least, his attitude was curiously modern. 
Like us, he expected marriage to make him happy, rather than merely content, which is the most 
that sensible people hope for. Therefore, like us, when marriage made him unhappy, he wanted 
out” (p. 8).  
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When a marriage ends, there tends to be a recovery of loss from that union (A. Gordon, 
personal communication, May 8, 2013). When her spouse, the father, murders a mother, the 
recovery of loss from that marriage becomes complicated and unfathomable compared to most 
modern-day divorces and separations. It is fair to assume that this sort of ordeal enacted 
unpredictable family stress not only on Henry’s family, himself and his two daughters, but also 
consequently the country of England. Unpredictable life stressors can include: untimely death of 
a parent, chronic illness, an accident, war, life-cycle transitions, etc. (Galvin et al., 2011). Many 
of these examples occurred during the lives and reigns of Henry VIII and subsequently his 
daughter, Mary, which will be discussed further in the following chapter.  
 From 1533 – 1536, the years in which Henry was married to Queen Anne, primarily 
during his early to mid-forties, he began a campaign to acquire absolute power in England, both 
spiritually and politically. Meyer (2010) writes, “what it all added up to was a wholesale 
chopping away of the English church’s traditional connections to Rome and their replacement 
with new obligations to the king” (p. 187). In order for Henry to have married Anne, he needed 
to break with the Catholic Church and establish a new religious order, later to be known as the 
Church of England, with Henry as the Supreme Head of the Church of England (Delderfield, 
1972). Meyer adds (2010), “Henry was creating, not a church free of domination by external 
power, but a church that he himself would dominate totally” (p. 187). Thus, in the new England, 
to oppose the king was to oppose God (Delderfield, 1972; Meyer, 2010). Delderfield (1972) 
writes: 
By Royal Proclamation, a large copy of the newly translated Bible was ordered to be 
placed in every church. The Reformation in England was accomplished though probably 
few people at the time realized just how drastic the upheaval had been; Henry was clever 
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enough to represent the constitutional change as merely a revision to the days when – he 
claimed – kings were masters of the English Church. (pp 69-70). 
This began the transformation, at least outwardly, of Henry’s character, whether he was playing 
a role or experiencing a role conflict between man, monarch, and now spiritual leader of his 
kingdom. The break with Rome and his marriage to Anne Boleyn began an outward change in 
Henry, whose cause historians are still debating today. After Anne Boleyn’s death, Henry’s 
behavior became more irrational and tempestuous and was mirrored by his physical change from 
an athletic young man to a grossly obese older tyrant. This marked a transformation in Henry and 
a clear conflict in not only his role as king, but also as an able and independent man (Kramer, 
2012; Lipscomb, 2009). As feminist scholar, Karen Lindsey (1995) writes, “He [Henry] now got 
his way through open tyranny, the old charm showing itself only erratically and never wiping out 
the fear those around him need to maintain constantly if they were to survive” (p. xxvii). 
Henry’s judicial murder of not only his second wife, Anne Boleyn, and again in 1542, 
sanctioning the execution of her younger cousin, Katherine Howard, Henry’s fifth wife, reveals a 
man that either had psychological issues or difficulty in balancing his roles as monarch, husband, 
and individual through role conflict. Taking on additional roles made his position as sovereign 
more complex. Although his identity may have been more refined in the later years of his life, 
his numerous roles, often conflicting, became more defined as well. The complexities of Henry’s 
family life cycle are difficult to break down because of how many times he initiated 
unpredictable stress on himself as well as his three children. As Carter et al. (2011) writes, “For 
most people, ending a marriage is the most traumatic decision of their lives” (p. 295). Henry 
ended, willingly, four of his marriages. Anne’s execution was only the beginning of Henry’s 
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decline and dysfunctional family life that would continue until his death on January 28, 1547 at 
age 56 and was buried at Windsor Castle (Delderfield, 1972).  
Large factions, mainly Catholics, in England and abroad never recognized Anne as 
Henry’s lawful wife and waited eagerly for her demise (Guy, 1990). That time came in 1536, 
which was arguably Henry’s end in many ways. Tudor historian Suzannah Lipscomb (2009) 
argues that in the year 1536, when Henry was forty-six, past middle aged by sixteenth century 
standards, he transformed from the promising and virtuous young king of England to a tyrant and 
wife-killer, thus leading to more conflicts within his roles as monarch, man, husband, and father. 
Lipscomb provides numerous examples which support the theory that 1536 was the year of 
Henry’s undoing into the man he is often remembered as today. Lipscomb (2009) writes of 1536, 
“The damage that this year made to Henry’s physical, and less tangibly, his psychological, 
health, appears to have started a chain-reaction, tapping into his prosperity for high self-regard, 
and exaggerating it into a brutal, egotistical obduracy that had terrible consequences” (p. 26). 
There is no debate amongst scholars that Henry endured a change in character, and consequently 
physical appearance. However, the year this change occurred is a matter of opinion (Lipscomb, 
2009).  
Lipscomb writes of differing opinions as to when the change in Henry Tudor occurred. 
Lipscomb (2009) writes: 
Miles F. Shore, a professor of psychiatry at Harvard Medical School, suggests the years 
1525-27. After this point, he noted, Henry had more than four wives, turned on his 
closest male friends and advisers, demonstrated ‘distinct behavioral changes’ and 
experienced at least one major episode of depression. (p. 24) 
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Furthermore, Lipscomb adds that Sir Arthur Salisbury MacNulty, M.D., has studied Henry 
VIII’s medical history from what materials were available and concluded that Henry’s changes 
occurred around 1527, at the age of thirty-six. He linked this change to a head injury Henry 
endured in 1524 which resulted in severe headaches and then worsened around the year 1527, 
which is consistent with Dr. Shore’s analysis of Henry’s transformation (Lipscomb, 2009). The 
year 1527 is the same year that Henry began to proceed in a divorce from Katherine of Aragon, 
as noted earlier. Historians tend to argue that during the earlier years of his reign, there was not a 
steak of cruelty present, which was evident later, in the last years of his life. Again, this could be 
attributed to a role he later maintained during his maturity as a ruler, a father, and a husband. As 
seen earlier, Henry initially had no interest in managing government. However, once fully 
matured and accepting of his vocation as England’s sovereign, a high sense of identity, according 
to role theory, became stronger as identity became clearer (Weir, 2001).  
Lipscomb (2009) also introduces psychologist J.C. Flugel, who noted that Henry’s 
character experienced a transformation after his split with Rome, around 1533, when Henry was 
forty-two, the same year he became a father for the second time. In an age when religion and 
everyday life overlapped constantly, a split from Rome may have transformed Henry or forced 
him to take on a new, more demanding role as Supreme Head of the Church of England, albeit 
by his own wishes to do so. Historian Lacey Baldwin Smith does not necessarily give a specific 
date for Henry’s transformation. However, he notes Henry’s “behavior from around 1542 by 
reflecting that geriatric studies suggests that during the final stages of life a man casts off a 
portion of the protective shield hammered out during childhood and adolescence and reveals the 
raw personality beneath” (Lipscomb, 2009, p. 25; Smith, 1982). In 1542, Henry was fifty-one 
and considered well into his last phase of life.  
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Others do not believe there was ever a change in Henry’s character, or subsequently his 
roles, and that his character was constant, despite taking on roles as father, husband, and 
Supreme Head of the Church of England. Alison Weir, a prominent Tudor historian and author, 
maintains that there is no evidence of a sudden change in Henry’s character, nor was there a 
transformation during his reign, although in contrast, she remarks that Henry’s character was 
once idealistic and liberal but had morphed into unpredictability and dogmatism (Lipscomb, 
2009). However, writer and historian Hilary Mantel (2009) maintains that there was little logic 
during Henry’s reign. He was a nervous and vulnerable man who relished the suffering of others. 
Furthermore, he demoralized in his own pain6 and went to great lengths in order to hide it from 
others, which coincides with his character deterioration and his own eroding personality (Mantel, 
2009). 
Lipscomb, in conjunction with her book’s title, 1536: The Year that changed Henry VIII, 
is of the thought that 1536 is when Henry’s biggest transformation occurred in conjunction with 
numerous life events. This is the year of deaths of both Katherine of Aragon and Anne Boleyn, 
the marriage of Jane Seymour and the birth of his legitimate son and heir, the future Edward VI, 
and the death of his illegitimate son, Henry Fitzroy, Duke of Richmond, at the age of 17 
(Lipscomb, 2009). Lipscomb (2009) adds, “The events that most require our attention occurred 
over the course of a harrowing six months, between January and July 1536” (p. 49).  Lipscomb 
argues that there was a distinct change in Henry, a cumulative process, as she refers to it, 
although it was largely accelerated due to the events in 1536 (Lipscomb, 2009). There appears to 
be some truth in Lipscomb’s analysis of the events of 1536. Most notable, when applying family 
conflict and role theory, were: Henry’s response to his first wife’s death; his questionable 
involvement in Anne Boleyn’s execution; his third marriage to Jane Seymour; and his forced 
6 Henry experienced painful leg ulcers throughout the later years of his reign (Guy, 1990; Meyer, 2010). 
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submission of, and subsequent reconciliation with, his daughter, Mary. Despite some 
questionable personal decisions, Delderfield (1972) writes: 
Nevertheless in spite of the execution of wives, ministers and clergy,  
he was popular with the people throughout his reign and was a brilliant  statesman; at a 
time when Europe was in turmoil, he maintained order without any army. (p. 70) 
The Tudors have long been looked upon as a tempestuous family who were not likely in 
control of their emotions. Henry VII, the first Tudor monarch, held a shaky claim to the throne 
when he won at the Battle of Bosworth in 1485 against the much-maligned final Plantagenet 
king, Richard III (Kendall, 1956). To begin with, in terms of medieval and pre-modern politics 
and society, “we cannot understand their civilization by reading back our motives into past 
situations, but must instead try to grasp the ideas of their age” (Hicks, 1992, p. 19). Hicks (1992) 
continues to say, “We can recognize the ruthless and cynical pursuit of personal power and 
profit, identify with instinctive self-preservation in times of crisis” (p. 19). These characteristics 
of those times were no different during the Tudor’s reign. According to Meyer (2010), the list of 
notable men and women imprisoned in the Tower of London and then subsequently put to death 
there indicates that the Tudor era stands out as the height of this practice. Meyer (2010) goes on 
to add, “There is no better measure of just how big a deviation from the norm the Tudors were – 
of how much more savage their politics were than anything seen before or since” (p. 189). In 
Henry’s reign alone, some 330 English men and women were executed for some offense of 
treason, including two of his wives and a number of his ministers (Blumberg, 1995). However, 
on the death of Henry’s only son and heir, Edward VI, there was a coup by the Duke of 
Northumberland to exclude Mary from the succession and place his daughter in law, Lady Jane 
Grey on the throne (Delderfield, 1972). The coup failed resulting in Northumberland’s 
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execution, “ten days later Mary entered London with her supporters; the people were anxious to 
keep a Tudor on the throne” (Delderfield, 1972, pp. 72-73). This supports the extent of the 
Tudors’ popularity during the mid-sixteenth century. The next chapter of this study will discuss 
Mary Tudor’s background and biography more thoroughly.  
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Chapter 3 
Review of the Content Literature: Mary Tudor 
 Born February 18, 1516 in Catholic England at the Palace of Placentia in Greenwich, 
Mary Tudor, the future Mary I was the only surviving child of Katherine of Aragon and Henry 
VIII (Delderfield, 1972; Erickson, 1978; Porter, 2007). “Mary was born into a turbulent Europe, 
where even the great flowering of art, literature, music and thought that characterized the 
Renaissance could not disguise the harsh nature of political realities” (Porter, 2007, pp. 8 - 9).  
Delderfield (1972) writes that, “Mary as the daughter of Catherine of Aragon had suffered an 
appalling childhood” (p. 730). He continues to say, “Neglect, persecution and ill-health 
obviously had their effect in the later days of her reign” (Delderfield, 1972, p. 77). The death of 
her brother, Edward VI—to many an unmemorable ruler—plunged the pious and “illegitimate” 
Mary into a position of governing for which she had not been groomed (Blumberg, 1995; 
Whitelock, 2010).  
Mary’s reputation as “Bloody Mary” has plagued her character throughout history and 
blackened her name as the first Queen of England in her own right. Delderfield (1972) is correct 
in that Mary’s childhood was tumultuous; however, there was a time, before her father fell in 
love with Anne Boleyn, that Mary was a happy princess (Porter, 2007). According to Weir 
(1996), “Adored and cherished in childhood by both of her parents, she suddenly found herself at 
loggerheads with her father who had become a distant, frightening tyrant, and compelled to 
defend the cause of her beloved mother, whom she considered to be shockingly treated” (p. 2). 
At the announcement of her birth, London prepared a christening for the new princess. Porter 
(2007) writes: 
Sixteenth-century London was surprisingly capable of producing spectacle at very short 
notice and it did not let Mary down at her christening. Once the ceremony was complete, 
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the little princess was returned to her mother in the Queen’s Chamber at Greenwich 
Palace, Katherine presumably having made a sufficient recovery from the birth 48 hours 
earlier to be up and about, at least for a while. (p. 14) 
According to Porter (2007), “In the seven years preceding the arrival of this daughter, Katherine 
had not produced the heir that either her father, Ferdinand of Aragon, and her husband expected 
of her” (p. 6). However, despite Mary being a princess and not a prince, Henry disguised his 
disappointment. Porter (2007) writes: 
From these very early days, Mary would live close to, but separate from, her parents. As 
a baby she seems to have stayed very near to them, and to have passed Christmas with 
them at Greenwich, but babies and all their paraphernalia did not figure into the day-to-
day lives of 16th century monarchs. (p. 14) 
Mary was named in honor of her aunt, Henry’s younger sister and future Queen of 
France, the star and beauty of Henry’s court (Erickson, 1978). In Mary’s early childhood, she 
was doted upon by her father and considered a high prize for any prince in Europe; she was the 
sole heir to the throne of England, her first and most important role during the first ten years of 
her life. Mary was raised in a traditional family with all intentions of playing out in a standard 
family cycle: a mother, a father, and a child. Denny (2004) writes, “As a child Mary had been 
cosseted as princess and heir to the crown. Foreign ambassadors praised Mary for her long red 
hair, her ‘pretty face, a very beautiful complexion, well-proportioned physique’” (p. 204).  In 
addition, as a child, Mary was promised to two great princes of Europe, securing herself a role as 
queen consort to either the Dauphin of France or her cousin, the future Holy Roman Emperor, 
Charles V (Porter, 2007). However, these betrothals were broken and her father, Henry, who 
fixed his concerns on divorcing her mother and marrying Anne Boleyn in the hopes of securing a 
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male heir to the throne of England (Weir, 2001). It is no wonder that when her father cast her and 
her mother aside to marry a woman in her twenties in service to her mother that Mary felt the 
end of her fairytale childhood and the unyielding love of her father (Blumberg, 1995). Lindsey 
(1995) writes, “Mary remembered how things had been before her mother had been cast off, 
before the break with Rome, when she had been the golden princess basking in her father’s and 
England’s love” (p. 206). Denny (2004) then continues to say in support of this: 
But when the conflict between her parents took its toll by the time she was 
in her teens her health and appearance had suffered from stress and her unstable future. 
She was short and grew very thin, notably difficult about her food and always taking 
herbal medicines concocted for one illness or another. She had strange, piercing eyes, the 
result of poor eyesight. (p. 204) 
Furthermore, Blumberg (1995) writes, “It is scarcely surprising that Mary endured the difficult 
adjustments of her adolescence, constructing a dream world in which she could preserve her 
sanity” (p. 179). Henry was convinced a female monarch would not be capable of acquiring the 
respect and authority needed to rule a country and sought to remedy his problem by divorcing 
Katherine and remarrying in the hopes of producing a male heir (Blumberg, 1995; Meyer, 2010; 
Porter, 2007). Mary was only ten years old when her father, Henry, started to pursue Anne 
Boleyn and seek a divorce from Mary’s mother, Katherine. In another ten years, at the age of 
twenty, Anne Boleyn was dead and her father was married to his third wife, Jane Seymour. Once 
Elizabeth, Mary’s half-sister was born, Mary was declared illegitimate by parliament and lost her 
status in Europe as England’s princess (Meyer, 2010; Porter, 2007).  
These changes confirmed to be major transitions in Mary’s life, which ultimately led to 
her differing roles through her adolescence and adulthood. Her teenage and adult years proved to 
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be a stark contrast to the peaceful and happy first ten years of her life. As her father’s roles 
changed, Mary’s role subsequently changed with the transitions occurring within England and 
her father’s kingdom. Again, this would coincide with unpredictable family stresses, as no one, 
especially when Henry was young, would have predicted the course of events that would ensue 
as his reign continued.  
Changes in Mary 
After the death of Anne Boleyn in 1536, Mary was only permitted back into her father’s 
good graces after she swore to an oath that acknowledged Henry as Supreme Head of the Church 
of England and accept her own illegitimacy (Lofts, 1997; Meyer, 2010; Porter, 2007). In 
addition, she was forced acknowledge that her parents’ marriage was incestuous and unlawful; 
she was twenty years old (Lipscomb, 2009; Lofts, 1997; Whitelock, 2010). This was Mary’s 
most painful and humiliating role, the illegitimate daughter of Henry. If she did not submit to her 
father’s will, she faced serious repercussions. Hutchinson (2007) writes, “The Spanish envoy 
was convinced there was a conspiracy to kill Mary, or at least neglect her that she succumbed to 
her illness7” (p. 81). She was forced into submission in order to save her own life. Mary was 
determined to follow her destiny once restored to the succession under the guidance of her 
stepmother and Henry’s last wife, Katherine Parr (Whitelock, 2010). Fraser (1975) writes, “King 
Henry’s final marriage meant much to Mary, for she was now more regularly at court than at any 
time since 1530 and she regarded Queen Catherine Parr as more of a sister than yet another step-
mother” (p. 198). Mary experienced the highest favor from her father when Catherine Parr was 
queen, for she was extremely loving towards Henry’s three children (Weir, 1996).  Upon Mary’s 
reunification with her father, Fraser (1975) writes: 
7 Mary suffered poor health from her late teens on to her death in 1558. 
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Henry was overjoyed that his ‘chiefest [sic] jewel’ was again living with him, though 
Mary was still under the slur of bastardy [sic]. Prince Edward’s birth brought the two 
sisters together, for both must now give way to a brother; yet there was seventeen years 
between them. At Hunsdon Mary taught Elizabeth to play card games for stakes and 
encouraged her fool to amuse her with antics. (p. 198) 
 However, the hurts and division of her parent’s marriage and the subsequent succession 
of stepmothers that followed left Mary broken and needy for love and adoration as an adult, 
something that was taken from her during her formative years and her young adult life, a 
possible motivation for the struggle amongst her roles later in life. After all of her great matches 
with European princes amounted to nothing, Mary ascended to the throne in 1553 at the age of 
thirty-seven8 after her brother’s death, a virgin and spinster by sixteenth century standards 
(Lofts, 1977; Meyer, 2010; Whitelock, 2010). However, Protestants did not want Mary to 
become their Queen, “their reasons were mixed; some genuine religious convictions and an eye 
to property” (Lofts, 1977, p. 112). As her brother, Edward VI laid dying, Mary “resided quietly, 
outside London, waiting for sickly Edward’s demise, but praying for him fervently” (Fraser, 
1975, p. 198). The Duke of Northumberland had his daughter in law, Lady Jane Grey, Henry 
VIII’s grandniece proclaimed queen in London (Fraser, 1975). According to Lofts (1977), “Mary 
was in Kenninghall, in Norfolk, when she heard that her succession was being challenged. She 
acted with courage and promptitude” (p. 113). Mary’s popularity rose and within nine days the 
people of England declared they wanted Mary as their queen (Fraser, 1975; Lofts, 1977; Porter, 
2007). At that time, “She rode to London and was well-received, Elizabeth went with her, a fact 
which proves that although Mary delights in rich clothes and jewels, she was not fundamentally a 
vain woman, for she must have been aware of the contrast between her looks, faded by thirty-
8 The same age her father, Henry VIII was when he was experiencing a major divide in his character and roles.  
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seven years, by grief and ill-health, and the brilliance of Elizabeth, twenty years old” (Lofts, 
1977, p. 113; also supported by Whitelock, 2010).  
As Delderfield (1972) writes, “Her [Mary] first act as Queen was to repeal the religious 
legislation of her young brother’s reign” (p. 73). Lofts (1977) writes of Mary’s eagerness to 
marry and bear a child, “One of her [Mary’s advisers] had told her, frankly, if unkindly, that she 
would be unwise to marry, since her prospects of motherhood were slight. But Mary desperately 
wanted an heir who would keep England Catholic” (p. 114). Some of this may be due in part to 
Mary’s vocation as a woman to marry and have children, Catholic children, and another role that 
would create conflicts in the remaining years of her reign. 
Meyer (2010) writes, “When the first woman ever to rule England took the throne in 
1553, she was already a tragic figure. For a quarter of a century she had been immersed in 
betrayal, loss, and grief” (p. 379). According to Lindsey (1995) at the day of Mary’s coronation, 
the Spanish ambassador Simon Renard noted her vulnerability, which he used to his advantage. 
To him, “she was thirty-seven. Her looks were gone, worn away by time, ill health, and the 
bitterness of her life. Yet she was unworldly and inexperienced” (Lindsey, 1995, p. 209). 
Unfortunately, her life’s struggles were not behind her once she became queen of England. As 
Meyer (2010) writes, “from the hour she [Mary] entered London as queen; Mary Tudor faced a 
daunting array of challenges. She had to take charge of a government most of whose senior 
members – both those who were not her prisoners and those still in office – had actively opposed 
her succession” (p. 390). Mary needed a “settled, united England because she was anxious to get 
married, and bear a child as soon as possible” (Lofts, 1977). By providing England with a male 
heir, she would be able to secure the Tudor succession as her father did and ensure that the 
Catholic faith would remain in England. Porter (2007) writes, “Mary came to the throne with the 
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determination to free her country from the grave errors of practice and doctrine that had 
characterized her brother’s reign and to repair the schism with Rome that was her father’s doing” 
(p. 358). Despite what some historians believe, Mary as an adult and queen wanted England to 
be restored to the happier times of her childhood when she was the adored princess. Porter 
(2007) maintains that she did not want to “turn back the clock to 1529 or wage a limitless 
campaign against religion opponents; neither was the inevitable corollary of her ascending the 
throne” (p. 358). This vocation of Mary’s is disputed amongst historians and biographers.  
Mary’s Role Conflict 
Despite her troubled childhood, Mary’s conflict(s) with her roles, primarily queen, wife, 
and sister, really began once she ascended to the throne and became the first Queen Regnant 
since the twelfth century (Fraser, 1975). No longer a daughter, after Henry VIII’s passing in 
1547, Mary had one surviving sibling and immediate member of her family, Elizabeth, and 
actively sought a husband in order to fulfill her role as the dutiful wife (Lofts, 1977; Smith, 
1982). As Weir (1996) writes, “Mary was virtuous, kind, truthful, affectionate, conscientious, 
dignified and gracious. Her abilities, however, were better suited to a married gentleman or nun 
than a future queen” (p. 5). A major source of contention from the beginning of Mary’s reign 
until the very end of her life was the sequence of major uprisings against her authority in support 
of her heir, and younger Protestant half-sister, Elizabeth (Fraser, 1975; Lofts, 1977). In addition, 
once Mary decided on Philip of Spain as her husband, Englishmen were alarmed at the thought 
of a Spanish King of England (Fraser, 1975). In January 1544, as an opposition to Mary’s 
marriage plans, Sir Thomas Wyatt, “with a following, succeeded in crossing Kingston Bridge to 
march on London, but he was routed, while the Queen stayed impassively at St. James’s Palace” 
(Fraser, 1975, p. 201). Fraser (1975) continues to say, “Mary was convinced that her sister was 
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in league with Wyatt and sent her to the Tower, but no evidence could be found to incriminate 
her so she was moved to Woodstock Palace to be out of the way when Philip arrived, for 
Elizabeth was the obvious focus for opposition to Mary’s regime” (p. 201).  The plans for 
marriage went ahead and Mary and Philip were “married in Winchester Cathedral in July 1554 
and proceeded to Hampton Court for their honeymoon” (p. 201). Mary’s role as an older sister 
and Catholic Queen to the young and promising Elizabeth caused Mary much grief and 
resentment towards her sister and a strained relationship between the two siblings in the last 
years of Mary’s life.  
Fraser (1975) writes that after Mary’s first failed pregnancy, the Queen was “sure the ill-
success of their marriage was due to divine vengeance – a punishment for the heresies still 
practiced in England, and so the fires at Smithfield began” (p. 201). Many of Mary’s Protestant 
persecutions were of people of low birth and rank who were labeled as heretics with no real 
threat to the Catholic Church (Lofts, 1977; Meyer, 2010). Mary’s reign was considered 
disastrous when looking at the sheer number of burnings in such a short span of time (Blumberg, 
1995; Weir, 1998). In addition, Fraser (1975) writes, “The burnings provoked utter 
disillusionment with Mary’s regime and her leading minister Cardinal Pole” (p. 201). As Meyer 
(2010) writes, the burnings were a “long series of ugly events that earned her the ineradicable 
title Bloody Mary. Exactly how it happened, and who exactly was responsible for starting and 
continuing it, remains one of the mysteries of the Tudor Age” (p. 417). Regardless of the origin 
or orchestrator, Mary Tudor is rarely mentioned without the connection to the Protestant 
burnings. Porter (2007) believes, “the Marian burnings did not give rise to a wave of revulsion in 
England. In fact, they have become a mere footnote to history were it not for the Protestant 
reformer and historian John Foxe” (p. 361). In addition, Fraser (1975) writes, “May bore the 
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brunt of the blame and she knew that instead of raising the stature of England by her marriage to 
Philip, she had brought national prestige to the lower point in memory” (p. 201). The role Mary 
Tudor played in the burnings of so many of her subjects is a projected factor in the role conflict 
of Mary Tudor’s life as princess, queen, politician, and wife.  
Mary and Elizabeth  
The relationship between Mary and her half-sister is important when analyzing Mary in 
her roles and applying role theory to Mary’s short reign. Lofts (1977) writes: 
She [Mary] has always suffered by comparison with Elizabeth, made to seem pious and 
plain and dull; one writer even deduces that because her mother was Spanish, Mary was 
necessarily dark and sallow. In fact Katharine of Aragon was very fair, and Henry VIII’s 
hair was red-gold and their daughter’s was golden red and when she was young, pretty. 
(p. 112) 
 Mary’s role as sister to the future Elizabeth I not only impacted Mary’s reign, but 
subsequently left a lasting impression on Elizabeth when she became queen at age twenty-five 
(Erickson, 1983; Lofts, 1977) In fact, Erickson (1983) writes:  
Elizabeth had known Mary in many roles: as a bitter, disinherited elder sister, as a 
generous benefactress who gave her [Elizabeth] necklaces and brooches, yards of satin 
for gowns, money to gamble with at cards, as an anxious, beleaguered opponent of her 
brother and his councilors, as a would-be fugitive, driven in desperation to attempt escape 
from England. (p. 109) 
Elizabeth also knew Mary to be in poor health for much of her adolescence and adult life, 
“although in her early months as queen she seemed to abound in vitality – and to be highly 
strung and prone to nervousness and, so the men around her said, to hysteria” (Erickson, 1983, p. 
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109). Mary’s treatment towards Elizabeth will most accurately depict role conflict in terms of 
familial relations.  
Elizabeth proved to be dangerous to Mary and the Catholic cause in her own right 
(Erickson, 1983; Whitelock, 2010). Erickson (1983) supports that in saying, “What was equally 
disturbing, Elizabeth clearly had a mind of her own when it came to religion, and was 
accustomed to give the take of theological argument” (p. 110). Other than Elizabeth being 
Mary’s heir presumptive, her contrasting religious views caused much focus to be placed on her 
as a rival to Mary and Mary’s restoration of the Catholic Church. Erickson (1983) adds, “To 
Mary, whose chief desire was to bring back the religion England had lost, Elizabeth’s readiness 
to champion the reformed faith in argumentative debate was an unwelcome obstacle” (p. 110). 
Mary’s relationship with the Catholic Church functioned as a primary role for the beleaguered 
queen. Her faith served as a high sense of identity and additionally as platform for her choice in 
husband and her ongoing conflict with her Protestant sister, Elizabeth. Elizabeth, as historian 
Carolly Erickson (1983) remarks, had a keen insight into her sister’s conflicts with the many 
roles she filled throughout her short life. At this point, Elizabeth and Mary were the only Tudors 
left; their father had died in 1547 and both of their mothers died in 1536. Carter and associates 
(2011) writes, “Once both parents have died, sibling relationships become truly independent for 
the first time” (p. 158).   
Mary wished for Elizabeth to worship in the Catholic faith and insisted she attend mass 
(Erickson, 1983; Whitelock, 2010). Mary’s role as the queen who restored the Catholic faith in 
England would later work against her and tarnish her reputation throughout history (Lofts, 1977).  
In fact, during her Protestant brother, Edward VI’s reign, Mary said she would die for her faith 
(Porter, 2007). There was much suspicion as to how committed Elizabeth was to the old faith. 
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“Mary’s distrust corroded what goodwill there had been between the sisters, and early in 
December 1553, Elizabeth was allowed to leave the court” (Erickson, 1983, p. 113). In addition, 
that year, “when she [Elizabeth] was twenty, she intimated to the Spanish ambassador that her 
sister Mary was hostile towards her because of the injuries that Mary her mother had been dealt 
by Anne Boleyn” (Weir, 1996, p. 7).  Mary looked at the future Philip II who was already now a 
widower and eleven years younger than Mary, as a potential consort (Delderfield, 1972). Once 
Mary decided on a husband, her second cousin, Philip of Spain, there was outcry in the city of 
London for fear of England falling under Spanish rule (Delderfield, 1972; Fraser, 1975; 
Whitelock, 2010). As Fraser (1975) writes, “The Spanish marriage proposal alarmed many 
Englishmen and there were widespread plans for a rising to force Mary to abandon her betrothal 
to Philip, but they were mishandled and only Kent rose, under Sir Thomas Wyatt in January 
1554” (pp. 200 – 201).  Mary’s marriage was the first major test of her author and one that 
isolated her from her councilors and household (Porter, 2007). According to Delderfield (1972), 
“The Commons, realizing such a match would be the greatest threat to English independence 
since the days of Henry II, begged the Queen to reconsider; but to bring the Catholic religion to 
England was undoubtedly her aim, and she stood firm” (pp. 73-74).   
Wyatt’s Rebellion of 1554 was the first major uproar during Mary I’s reign (Beer, 1988). 
Fraser (1975) continues to say: 
Wyatt, with a following, succeeded in crossing Kingston Bridge to march on London, but 
he was routed, while the Queen stayed impassively at St. James’s Palace. Mary was 
convinced that her sister was in league with Wyatt and sent her to the Tower, but no 
evidence could be found to incriminate her so she was moved to Woodstock Palace to be 
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out of the way when Philip arrived, for Elizabeth was the obvious focus for opponents to 
Mary’s regime. (p. 201).  
This marriage, a union between Mary and her mother’s homeland, also strengthened Mary’s 
sense of identity and continued to serve as a major role for Mary as she took on being a wife and 
queen. In 1554, “Philip came to England and the marriage took place at Winchester the 
following year” at that time, Mary was thirty-nine years old (Delderfield, 1972, p. 74). For the 
rest of Mary’s reign, Elizabeth would be accused of involvement with a number of rebellions; the 
most serious of them all was Wyatt’s Rebellion, which was in direct opposition to Mary’s 
marriage to the Spanish Prince. 
 Wyatt was apprehended and forced to surrender himself to the queen’s forces (Beer, 
1988). According to Beers (1988), “The question of the causes of the rebellion has been studied 
by David M. Loades, who rejected John Proctor’s notion that Wyatt’s Rebellion was the work of 
a nasty band of Protestant heretics” (p. 362). Instead, the cause of the rebellion was rooted in 
opposition to Mary’s marriage to Philip of Spain (Beers, 1988; Loades, 2003). Elizabeth would 
profit the most by the removal of Mary from the throne and subsequently she was accused of 
conspiring with the rebellion in order to seize the throne for herself. However, as Blumberg 
(1995) writes, “The queen’s sister, Princess Elizabeth, was spared, after brief imprisonment, only 
because she was the last Tudor heiress and because she became an ostentatious Roman Catholic 
Convert” (p. 182). Additionally, Lindsey (1995) writes, “But however much Mary hated her 
sister, she knew Elizabeth’s execution could lead to civil war. The people loved Elizabeth, and 
even Gardiner9 regretfully conceded that killing the girl would be dangerous” (p. 211). 
 Mary’s dealings with her sister, her role as wife, and her role as queen were shaped by 
her previous roles as daughter and princess, which were often at times, tumultuous. As Porter 
9 Mary’s Lord Chancellor until 1555. 
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(2007) writes, “Elizabeth never forgot or forgave her treatment during her sister’s reign and her 
rancor seems to have grown with the passing years. In her eyes, she was always entirely 
blameless. She could not see how the pattern of her behavior must have looked to her sister” (p. 
417). While this continued the generational roles that define a dynasty, they shifted in content 
and context from those of her father, Henry VIII. She was a queen, not a king, itself an aberration 
from tradition. Also, her authority in maturity was informed by the political insecurities of her 
youth. Maturity also allows for further changes and new experiences and challenges suggest new 
strategies. During her reign, Mary was saddled with unfortunate and drastic events and 
consequences. She suffered at least two phantom pregnancies, thought to be the result of her 
extreme need for an heir, and “the country was plunged into a bitter blood-bath, but it only 
served to rally more Englishmen to the Protestant faith. Calais, which had been England’s 
procession since 1347, was lost to France in 1558”, the last year of Mary’s life and reign 
(Delderfield, 1972, p. 74). Also, unfortunately and tragically for Mary, like most others in her 
life, Philip abandoned her, he returned to Spain after “only fourteen months and Mary, after a life 
which had been one long tragedy died in 1558 at Lambeth Palace”, she was only forty-two years 
old (Delderfield, 1972, p. 74).  However, despite her poignant life, one of the primary themes of 
Mary’s existence is her triumph of determination over adversity (Porter, 2007). Porter (2007) 
writes, “The blackening of Mary’s name began in Elizabeth’s reign and gathered force at the end 
of the 17th century, when James II compounded the view that Catholic monarchs were a disaster 
for England. But it was really the enduring popularity of John Foxe which shaped the view of her 
that persisted for 450 years” (p. 418). Additionally, Porter adds, the disparagement of Queen 
Mary has masked the numerous areas of continuity between her reign and the other Tudors; 
although not much is known about Mary Tudor as a woman, which unfortunately has crossed 
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with Mary Tudor as a monarch, she remains one of the most maligned and misunderstood of all 
the English monarchs (2007). Mary’s turbulent life ended on November 17, 1558 at 42 years old; 
she is buried at Westminster Abbey alongside her sister, Elizabeth (Delderfield, 1972).    
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Chapter 4 
Theoretical Framework 
George Mead’s Role Theory 
Role theory enables both of these sovereigns, Mary and Henry, to be viewed through an 
additional lens, instead of the traditional label(s) of tyrant, monster, or murderer that many 
historical references label them as being. The role of monarch, or the script of fulfilling that role, 
led these two individuals to act and behave in a particular way that may not have been likely if 
they were not fulfilling a particular image or script destined for them through their heredity.  
 George H. Mead’s role theory is a perspective within sociology that suggests that 
individuals act out socially defined roles based on a social position or a particular context (Mead, 
1934; Miller, 1982; Stryker, 2008). In this case, the particular role theory most applicable to 
these two individuals would be the theory on roles that are occupied by individuals who then are 
seen as social actors. The concept of identity is a large component of role theory. Individuals 
often seek to play out identity in roles, and will often actively seek out situations where they can 
reveal this particular identity (Stryker, 2008). Stryker (2008) writes, “In this way, the congruence 
between those identities high in people’s hierarchies and the expectations of situations increases” 
(p. 334). In the case of a ruler or monarch, many situations arise when the individual can portray 
a particular role or identity (Mead, 1934; Miller, 1982; Stryker, 2008). Stryker (2008) continues 
to say, “This congruence increases commitment because individuals come to see their identities 
as depending on the continued willingness of others to confirm their identities” (p. 334). 
Additionally, the theory of role conflict is another dimension to role theory that can further 
complicate or explain Henry VIII and Mary I’s actions.  
Role conflict identifies when an individual is expected to act out multiple roles 
simultaneously that are contradictory to one another and inadvertently cause conflict (Mead, 
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1934; Miller, 1982). This occurs often when the roles of an individual are often contrasting. For 
an example, a woman as a high powered corporate attorney and then, when she returns home, a 
nurturing, supportive, and affectionate mother to three children. This could also be seen in the 
case of Mary, first female monarch who rules in her own name, and then, King Philip’s dutiful 
and subservient wife according to sixteenth century standards. These kinds of opposing roles can 
potentially create conflict within an individual. 
 Role theory examines the linkages between social organization, culture and performances 
that humans give while engaged in interaction with one another and society (Beres, n.d.). 
According to Jackson (1998), “Role theories are predominately concerned with describing the 
mechanisms by which individuals are socialized to assume congruous societal roles in a manner 
that sustains a stable social order” (p. 50). Role theory encompasses a triad of concepts including 
patterned and characteristic social behavior, identities that are assumed by participants, and 
scripts or even expectations about behaviors and attitudes (Jackson, 1998). “Thus, social 
behavior is then further specified by taking on a specific choice in one’s role, which is when an 
individual chooses to take on one role rather than another (Mead, 1934; Miller, 1982; Stryker, 
2008). Examples of this choice of roles are exhibited in varying degrees throughout Henry VIII 
and Mary I’s lives and reigns. According to Stryker (2008), “The concept of identity salience is a 
specification of self, elaborated from the multifaceted view of self” (p. 20). People who are 
viewed as having many identities are therefore classified into role relationships (Stryker, 2008). 
Roles and social relationships overlap, as we see often in the cases of both of these historical 
figures. These role relationships definitely include a spouse, as in the case of Henry VIII and 
Mary I, but can also include a relationship with a family member. In effect, roles are a set of 
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behaviors used in response to the behavior of other human beings (Aboulafia, 2012; Miller, 
1982).  
 Additionally, according to psycho-historian Frank Lee, in regards to social relationships, 
the individual’s role does not exist in pure isolation; instead, he or she is shaped by his or her 
relationships with other people (Lee, 1987). The other people in an individual’s life have 
expectations that create fixed ways of behaving, which, in effect, establish roles. Therefore, roles 
are not created by an individual but are instead imposed by others according to one’s relationship 
(Lee, 1987). However, according to Mead, role-play also requires taking the attitudes and 
perceived perspectives of others in a situation (Aboulafia, 2012). Although, if human beings 
simply just took on the roles of others in these instances, then we, as humans, would never gain 
self-consciousness; when adults take on roles, they are taking on these roles in dyads (Aboulafia, 
2012). Taking on a role as a monarch has a lot to do with how others view you as person and a 
ruler. Perhaps what kind of monarch one becomes depends on the attitudes and perceptions of 
those around them. If in the case of an absolute monarchy, as in the time of Henry VIII and Mary 
I, rulers were never regulated so their roles could take disastrous turns, as in the case of both 
these individuals. Brody (1953) writes, “According to the ancient dictum, in law the King can do 
no wrong; he is bound by no limit of time; and his office is not broken at his death, but continues 
in his successor” (p. 2). With this philosophy, the actions of these two monarchs and the roles 
they played as rulers and as family members led to not only personal conflict, but political 
conflict as well.   
 The roles we play in our lives often come in conflict with the role of our real selves. For 
example, philosopher Stephen Toulmin says it is normal for ourselves to have a private inner self 
that is often unavailable for others to see, unless it is through outward giveaway or through a 
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verbal discussion. When we lose our sense of self, we begin to feel depersonalized and a conflict 
occurs, which leads to harboring guilt (Bordo, 2013). This could be applicable in the cases of 
both Henry and Mary. Henry definitely struggled with his private self, the man, not the monarch. 
We see the man repeatedly when he chose to marry for love instead of diplomatic reasons over 
the course of his life and then felt betrayed and hurt when his wife, or consequently wives, 
allegedly failed him in some way (i.e., not producing a male heir, adultery, etc.). Mary 
experienced a depersonalization, not only in her roles as queen, wife and sister, simultaneously, 
but also in her childhood when her father was seeking a divorce from her mother in order to 
marry Anne Boleyn (Richards, 2008; Whitelock, 2010). Her fairytale childhood was over; her 
Catholic faith was being threatened as well as her place in the line of succession to the throne. 
Her loyalty to her father and her mother was torn in half and the world she grew up with was 
changing with the religious Reformation.  
 Role theory also takes on additional forms in the context of gender. Roles through the 
lens of gender issues are pertinent when looking at a sixteenth century case study. In Mary I’s 
role as queen and wife, she experienced a conflict within her roles as she was expected to adhere 
to the role as the dutiful and submissive wife, while also serving her role as queen regnant of 
England (Whitelock, 2010). Most recently, feminist author Susan Bordo has examined sixteenth 
century lives and those of Henry VIII’s consorts, most specifically his second wife, Anne 
Boleyn. Bordo speaks of identity, especially in relation to gender (Bordo, 2013; Gould, 1997). 
Gender roles and identity are crucial when analyzing Henry’s behavior because his role differed 
when he married, especially since he was married six times, to six different women. 
Additionally, gender roles and identity are important because Mary I was the first queen regnant 
of England and experienced issues of role conflict during her time on the throne as wife, queen, 
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and sister. Bordo writes in her most recent book that Henry (and subsequently Mary) lived in a 
time largely governed by roles  as opposed to any introspection into the individual’s 
psychological state (Bordo, 2013). With the lack of knowledge of psychology, it was more easily 
believed that people lived according to the roles they were playing in politics, gender, inter-
personal relationships, and culture. This also ties in to Stryker’s (2008) view that, “Role 
identities become part of individuals’ plans and goals because legitimizing one’s identity in the 
eyes of others is always a driving force of human behavior” (p. 337). Mary’s roles as woman, 
queen, and wife were her attempt to legitimize her role in life as Henry’s first legitimate heir 
with his first wife, Katherine or Aragon. Mary chose Philip of Spain to marry because it also 
legitimized her mother’s legacy and her own as an heir of the Spanish crown. 
Female roles, especially during the sixteenth century, were largely based on childbearing 
and domestic chores. For a woman of privilege, especially one setting a precedent as England’s 
first queen in her own right, the conflict of roles of her gender and roles of her derived authority 
caused Mary much distress in matters of state and with her relationship with her husband, King 
Philip (Richards, 2008). In fact, throughout western culture, three beliefs about women have 
been consistent in their roles within society: that “they have fundamentally different 
psychological and sexual natures, that men are inherently the dominant or superior sex, and that 
both male-female difference and male dominance are natural” (Bem, 1993).  In this synopsis of 
female inferiority, women’s roles are abundantly clear as they are viewed as the weaker sex. As 
Bucholz and Levin (2009) write, “so few women ruled in medieval and early modern England, 
that those who did faced obstacles unknown to their male counterparts, and that those who ruled 
successfully have not always been celebrated for their achievements” (p. xiii). Even in modern 
society, women view themselves and their role(s) in life as mother and individual as one role 
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(Carter et al., 2011).  Perhaps Mary’s reign is viewed as so tumultuous in comparison with her 
sister, Elizabeth I, because she attempted the tasks, took on the roles as both ruler and wife, 
whereas Elizabeth focused on ruling England, and chose never to marry. Especially in the 
context of this study, Henry and Mary’s roles often stay the same but the interpretation of that 
role has shifted. According to all of the sources used for this study, Henry was a caring and 
nurturing father to Mary in her formative years. It was not until he fell in love with Anne Boleyn, 
sought a divorce from Mary’s mother, and became a father a second time to Elizabeth did 
Henry’s behavior altar towards Mary and he became cruel. In this instance, Henry’s role as a 
father did not change, but that concept of that role shifted due to external circumstances in his 
transformations stemming from a source of conflict. In the later years of his life, Henry’s role as 
a father is looked upon as negatively when he illegitimized his two daughters after divorcing 
their mothers (in Elizabeth’s case, murdering Anne) and downgrading their statuses to 
illegitimate heirs. Thus, the role interpretation has shifted although the role has not changed. 
Criticism with role theory deals with the “ambiguity of the term role (normative, statistical, 
individual meaning)” (Beres, n.d., p. 182).This somewhat supports the idea of role interpretation 
because the role of “father” is not always a positive connotation, especially over the course of 
one’s whole life. There are shifts in the interpretation, but not necessarily the concept of the role 
itself.  
Meta-Roles 
The use of meta-roles is another interesting aspect of role theory that Henry VIII might 
have employed, and perhaps would have been helpful for Mary I. Meta-roles arise when people 
break out of roles and comment on the role they are playing (Blatner, 2006). The purpose is to 
make the meta-role function explicit, once identifying the role, then develop its component skills. 
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The main point of a meta-role is to promote a wide range of skills and continue to refine them as 
the individual matures (Blatner, 2006). For familial conflict, meta-roles are crucial as to how and 
when people appear to be mothers, spouses, and children and when they break out of those roles 
into their own work and individual personalities.  Mary never developed meta-roles while she 
was developing into her life’s many conflicting roles. On the contrary, Henry appears to have 
taken on many sub-roles or meta-roles, while he was also consistently acquiring primary roles; 
unfortunately coming into conflict with those around him who disagreed that they should overlap 
in any way. Henry’s personal life with his wives, especially his first and second wife, were made 
a public matter and resulted in a break with the Catholic Church (Delderfield, 1972). Again, this 
may have been an issue of gender in the sixteenth century, when roles for women were not 
properly defined; or it could just illustrate the personality and political differences between 
Henry and his daughter, Mary. 
 Emotions, which run high in familial conflicts, especially in the case of the Tudors, is 
another aspect of role theory. According to Stryker (2008), “Emotions are implicated in these 
processes in several ways. First, those role enactments that generate positive affect and 
reinforcement from others in a situation strengthen a person’s commitment to an identity, 
moving it higher in the salience hierarchy” (p. 336). Again, this brings in the reoccurring theme 
of identity as well. Stryker (2008) continues to say, “As individuals receive this positive 
feedback from others, their self-esteem is enhanced, which further increases commitment to the 
identity, raising it in the salience hierarchy and increasing the chances that this identity will 
shape subsequent role performances” (p. 336). This explanation resonates in Mary’s as we see 
her age and a distance created between her and her father, the man who once adored her as the 
cherished princess. Mary could have benefited greatly from positive feedback from her father, 
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Henry. Her self-esteem was so badly affected by the time she reached the age of 20 that her 
entrance into adulthood was marred by the neglect and isolation of her teenage years. 
Additionally “when role performances of a person and others are judged inadequate in light of 
normative expectations, cultural values, definitions of the situation, or identities being asserted, 
negative emotional reactions mark inadequacy” (p. 336). Henry may not have had a problem 
with this, he did not appear to have any normative expectations, and instead he chose to create 
them. In addition, cultural values, especially in terms of politics and religion were additional 
areas that Henry decided to carve out. Whether or not Mary was judged inadequately during her 
lifetime is difficult to determine. Perhaps being the first female ruler in England set a precedent 
to be judged, especially by those opposed to female rule such as John Foxe (Porter, 2007). It is 
certain that after her lifetime, especially in the reigns of her sister, Elizabeth I and Elizabeth’s 
predecessor, James I, Mary was judged for not living up to expectations or cultural norms 
(Porter, 2007). Because of this, Mary’s role in history, especially, was carved out for her upon 
her death in 1558. Stryker (2008) goes on to say, “The individual reads the gestures of others to 
see if a role performance has been accepted, and if it has, then the person experiences positive 
emotions and will become further committed to the identity presented in the role performance “ 
(p. 336). This aspect of emotions in roles rings especially true in Mary and Henry’s relationships 
with their spouses. Their roles as wife and husband, respectively, appear to not have been fully 
accepted by their spouses. Henry married for love and looked to his wives as confirmation of his 
role as a man and ruler, especially in his ability and their ability to produce a male heir and 
continue on the Tudor succession. When that failed, Henry became disillusioned with himself 
and his wife. Mary looked to her husband Philip as a representation of her mother’s homeland 
her vocation of not only being a princess of England, but also a descendent of the great kings and 
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queens of Spain. When that marriage began to fall apart, Mary distanced herself from her court 
and eventually died of unknown causes. Stryker (2008) writes, “Finally emotions are also a sign 
of which identities are high in a person’s salience hierarchy. If emotional reactions are intense 
when a role performance fails of when it is successful, this intensity indicates that a person is 
committed to the identity being played in a role and that the identity is high in the saliency 
hierarchy” (p. 336). Both Mary and Henry consistently displayed strong emotions; in most 
notably, both of their choices to marry for love, rather than duty. They both looked for roles 
within their identities as spouses. Henry, in particular was looking for something specific in wife, 
similar to what his mother was to his father (Starkey, 2003). Stryker (2008) continues to add, 
“Conversely, if the emotional reaction of the individual is of low intensity, then this might signal 
that the identity is lower in the salience hierarchy and relatively unimportant to the individual” 
(pp. 336 – 337). A low intensity emotional reaction does not appear to be consistent with the 
Tudor family, so their identity appeared to be linked in their emotional reactions within their 
roles, which could have explained the subsequent role conflict Mary and Henry eventually faced. 
Game/Script Analysis Theory 
Another aspect to role theory is role analysis as part of game and script analysis. This 
entails defining the identities involved within the action (Karpman, 2011). According to Leigh & 
Rethans (1984) script theory, “postulates that, upon activation, scripts stored in memory are used 
to direct behavior” (p. 23). Leigh & Rethans (1984) continue to say, “The script also includes 
standard roles to be played, standard objects, ordinary conditions for entering the activity, a 
standard sequence of scenes or actions wherein one action enables the next, and normal results 
from performing each activity successfully (p. 23). This is where scripts overlap with roles 
making it a sub-theory or supporting theory to role theory. Leigh & Rethans (1984) write, “Thus, 
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scripts are perceived as playing a dual role. First, scripts perform encoding and representation 
functions” and secondly, “scripts perform interpretive of inferential functions” (p. 23). 
 Fairy tales and drama play an active role in everyday life (Brody, 1953; Karpman, 2011). 
According to Karpman (n.d.), “Fairytales help inculcate the norms of society into young minds 
consciously, but subconsciously may provide an attractive stereotyped number of roles, 
locations, and timetables for an errant script theory” (n.p.) Fairytales and courtly love were 
common themes amongst the illustrious courts of sixteenth century Europe (Bordo, 2013; Brody, 
1953). In analyzing Henry’s relationship with women, game and script analysis in regards to 
fairy tales would be hard to ignore. As Bordo (2013) writes, “Poetry, music, and pageants 
celebrating courtly love were regular entertainments at Henry’s court” (n.p.). Henry pursued his 
second wife, Anne Boleyn, as if he were a knight rescuing a damsel in distress, as if they were 
both in a fairy tale (Bordo, 2013). The tragic end in Anne Boleyn’s judicial murder could be the 
result of the fairy tale or role ending, leaving Henry disenchanted by the woman who captivated 
him for so many years. Karpman (2011) writes, “A person ‘living in a fairy tale’ usually has a 
simplified view of the world with a minimum of dramatic characters” (p. 49). Some people may 
show expressions or mannerisms of numerous roles at once within the fairy tale, as they tend to 
be interchangeable, which again could contribute why Henry turned on Anne (Karpman, 2011; 
Meyer 2010). Karpman (2011) continues to say, “The rule of interchangeability is the same as in 
game analysis where at one time or another, a person plays each of the hands in his game, and in 
dream analysis where ‘every person in the dream in a dreamer’” (p. 49). This is certainly true in 
the case of Henry, where he may have known the game and participated in every role and angle 
leading to his advantage.  
57 
 
However, in the case of his daughter, Mary, this may not be as clear-cut. Mary seems to 
have encountered more role conflict and issues with gender roles than those of game analysis and 
drama analysis.  While Mary looked at her marriage to Prince Philip, a relative of her mother, as 
a fairy tale, she did not play the roles as Henry did in his court. Drama analysis also adds to 
understanding the interactions that would plague the Tudor family for all of their reigns. The 
Tudors were remembered as a tempestuous bunch, known for their cruelty towards one another. 
Fairy tales start as a dream and end as a nightmare for many of those living in the Tudor era, 
such as Henry’s ill-fated queens and Mary’s marriage to Prince Philip of Spain, a relation to her 
mother. Mary appears to have craved the traditional family structure and was eager to start the 
family cycle that was so abruptly turned upside down for her.  
There are only three roles necessary to depict the emotional reversals that cause drama 
within drama analysis. Drama begins with the roles that are established, “when the roles are 
established, or anticipated by the audience,” so there is no drama unless there is a switch in roles 
(Karpman, 2011, p. 50).  In the case of Henry, he begins as the love-struck monarch, helpless to 
his infatuation with the young Anne Boleyn, then the drama occurs when he turns on her to sign 
her death warrant, turning him into wife-killer and a tyrant. This cycle will repeat itself 
throughout Henry’s marriages. For Mary, her script changes more frequently. Mary begins her 
life as the doted upon princess and sole heir to the throne of England. She then turns into a victim 
as the banished and discarded daughter of King Henry; once restored to favor, she gains the 
popularly of the Catholic faction at court. She then becomes the defiant sister of her half brother, 
King Edward VI, then once ascending to the throne herself in 1553, she becomes the heroine, 
only to die and be remembered throughout history as “Bloody Mary,” the Catholic queen who 
killed more than three hundred subjects for their religious beliefs.   
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  Karpman (2011) adds, “Many other factors can be added to step up the degree of contrast 
experienced as well as intensifying the role drama, such as the time of day or season, 
temperature, noise level, lighting dimensions, unconscious symbols, etc” (p.  50). This theory is 
extremely applicable during the sixteenth century. The setting of a royal court led to higher 
levels of drama, whereas if these dynamics and roles were to be played by commoners within 
everyday life, the intrigue and drama would have been lower. All influential factors, in other 
words, will be assessed according to their relevance as they are identified. 
 Max Weber’s Theory on Domination and Authority 
 An additional theory that creates another dimension to role theory and expands 
the framework of roles and authority is Max Weber’s theory on legitimate authority. This theory 
of political authority, legitimacy, and administrative apparatus addresses concepts of legitimate 
domination. Weber discusses various systems of political domination and power. Looking at 
historical types of authority, Weber focused on two central elements that he viewed as crucial to 
the system of domination (Morrison, 2006; Weber, 1968). Based on the historical differences 
within the system of domination, Weber introduces a theory of political authority based upon 
three different parts of legitimate domination. These three dominations include: (1) charismatic 
domination; (2) traditional domination; (3) rational-legal domination (Morrison, 2006; Weber, 
1968). Henry possessed not only the authority of traditional domination through his birth as 
Henry VII’s son and rational-legal domination as King of England, but also he possessed 
charismatic domination as he wielded his power from the love of his subjects. Mary did not 
possesses charismatic domination; she lacked this attribute throughout her reign, something that 
later came so easily to her younger sister and eventual heir, Elizabeth I.  
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  Weber argues that throughout history, there were two central elements to the system of 
domination. The first element deals with the legitimacy of the ruler’s power, and the awareness 
of others that the ruler’s actual authority was legitimized for those who fell under his rule 
(Morrison, 2006; Weber, 1968). The second element to the system concerns the development of 
what was referred to as an ‘administrative apparatus’ by Weber. This means that the subordinates 
or administration actually carry out the wishes of the ruler (Morrison, 2006; Weber, 1968). 
Weber refers to the extent to which officials, groups and individuals actively acknowledge the 
legitimacy of the ruler and the right of the said ruler to issue commands (Morrison, 2006). 
According to Weber (1968), the formation and establishment of an administrative staff, in 
accordance with the ruler, is another crucial aspect of domination (Weber, 1968). Within modern 
societies as well as in past, rulers who possess a large staff can easily administer and follow 
through with rules and commands (Morrison, 2006). As traditionally seen within non-
constitutional monarchies, an administrative staff, or parliament as it would be referred to in his 
case, was also present throughout the ruler’s life. A monarch also possessed a chief councilor 
who derived his power through the ruler himself.   
The conflicts that Henry VIII and Mary I faced with their personal and political lives 
derived from issues within their roles as spouses and rulers, but also a great deal of bearing can 
be attributed to where their power came from and how it was vested in them. Both were given 
traditional and legal authority through birth. Although Mary experienced more obstacles to 
achieve her authority, both monarchs were born into a station where they were well aware of 
their privilege and eventual vocation in life. Mary’s role in royal life was already pre-destined 
from her birth; however, in what capacity this role would be fulfilled was not pre-destined. There 
was no assurance that she would be Queen of England in her own right or if she would be a 
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consort to a king in another realm. This is where the role interpretation is crucial and 
subsequently whether or not that interpretation will lead to a role conflict. Beyond the historical 
context that Mead and Weber illuminate, it is important to remember that familial issues of 
generational succession shaped monarchial succession, from Henry’s father to Mary and beyond. 
Issues arising from traditional royal systems of succession, particularly in times of substantial, 
foundational change in England’s social and religious identity, were not tidy because human 
beings cannot fully adhere to ideals of law and governmental function. Change can be generated 
through legal mechanisms but also through charisma and other persuasive influences that 
individuals bring to positions that affect group identity. 
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 
 Abraham Maslow’s theory on human needs is an additional lens to consider Henry and 
Mary’s behaviors, transformations, and familial cruelty, which will be address in the concluding 
chapter of this study. Human needs theorists argue that, “their approach provides an important 
conceptual tool that not only connects and addresses human needs on all levels (Marker, 2003, 
n.p.). According to Maslow (1943) “Human needs arrange themselves in hierarchies of 
prepotency. This is to say, the appearance of one need usually rests on the prior satisfaction of 
another, more pre-potent need” (p. 370). Additionally, according to Marker (2003), “Human 
needs theorists argue that one of the primary causes of protracted and intractable conflict is 
people’s unyielding drive to meet their unmet needs of identity and security” (n.p; also supported 
by Maslow, 1943; Maslow, 1970.). This will be especially pertinent as the analysis unravels in 
the proceeding chapters of this study. However, in the field of conflict analysis and resolution, 
Marker (2003) writes, “Burton and other needs theorists who have adopted Maslow’s ideas to 
conflict theory, however, perceive human needs in a different way – as an emergent collection of 
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human development essentials” (n.p; also supported by Maslow, 1943.). Additionally, these 
theorists to do necessarily subscribe to the hierarchal order, but instead interpret needs as being 
achieved simultaneously in an intense manner (Marker, 2003; Maslow, 1943).   
The most basic of these needs are physiological needs, which, according to Maslow 
(1943), these needs “are usually taken as the starting point for motivation theory” and are the 
physiological drives (p. 372). If this pre-potent need is not met, then the individual will 
encounter difficulty moving on to the next human need. Maslow (1943) points out that the 
physiological “needs are the most pre-potent of all needs” (p. 373). This needs hierarchy will be 
illustrated and applied to Henry and Mary’s lives as an alternative discussion.  
The next level of human needs on the hierarchy includes the safety needs (Maslow, 1943; 
Marker, 2003). According to Maslow (1943), “If the physiological needs are relatively well 
gratified, there then emerges a new set of need, which we may categorize roughly as the safety 
needs” (p. 376). Based on Marker’s (2003) interpretation of this level, the safety needs include, 
“the need for structure, predictability, stability, and freedom from fear and anxiety” (n.p.). Next, 
will be the level of love and belongingness. Maslow (1943) writes, “If both the physiological and 
the safety needs are fairly well gratified, then there will emerge the love and affection and 
belongingness needs, and the whole cycle already described will repeat itself with this new 
center” (pp. 380 – 381). Marker (2003) categorizes this level as, “The need to be accepted by 
others and to have strong personal ties with one’s family, friends, and identity groups” (n.p.) 
This level in particular will play a consistent and important role in Henry and Mary’s lives 
further in the study. Family is referred to frequently as one of the major factors as roles, role 
conflicts, and identity becomes complicated for both of these monarchs.  
62 
 
The second from the top level on the hierarchy would be, esteem. Maslow (1943) writes, 
“All people in our society (with a few pathological exceptions) have a need or desire for a stable, 
firmly based, (usually) high evaluation of themselves, for self-respect, or self-esteem, and for the 
esteem of others (p. 381). Marker (2003) categorizes the esteem level as, “the need to be 
recognized by oneself and others as strong, competent and capable. It also includes the need to 
know that one has some effect on his/her environment” (n.p.). In addition, Maslow (1943) writes, 
“By firmly based self-esteem, we mean that which is soundly based upon real capacity, 
achievement and respect from others” (p. 381). Again, this is another topic, which will reoccur 
throughout the analysis as a component to one’s roles, identity, and relationships. It may be 
important to note that Maslow classifies this needs level into two subsidiary categories (Maslow, 
1943). The first is the “desire for strength, for achievement, for adequacy, for confidence in the 
face of the world, and for independence and freedom (Maslow, 1943, p. 381). The second 
category is “the desire for reputation and prestige (defining it as respect or esteem from other 
people) recognition, attention, importance or appreciation” (Maslow, 1943, p. 382). It is 
satisfaction of the self-esteem, which leads to feelings of self-confidence, capability, and 
adequacy in the knowledge of knowing one is useful in the world (Maslow, 1943).  
The top of the hierarchy of needs includes the level of self-actualization (Maslow, 1943; 
Marker, 2003). Maslow (1943) writes of self-actualization, “Even if all these needs are satisfied, 
we may still often (if not always) expect that a new discontent and restlessness will soon 
develop, unless the individual is doing what he is fitted for” (p. 382). He further adds, “This 
tendency might be phrased as the desire to become more and more what one is, to become 
everything that one is capable of becoming” (p. 382). For the conflict theorists, this level also 
includes personal fulfillment and identity (Marker, 2003). According to Marker (2003), identity 
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goes beyond “a psychological sense of ‘one’s self.’ Burton and other human needs theorists 
define identity as a sense of self in relation to the outside world. Identity becomes a problem 
when one’s identity is not recognized as legitimate, or when it is considered inferior or is 
threatened by others with different identifications” (n.p.). This coincides with some of the 
identity definitions within role theory and therefore identity within structural constraints will be 
further expanded upon in future chapters of this study, especially in terms of Henry. Human 
needs theory interacts with role theory because with level of love and belongingness comes 
relationships and social interactions. Relationships interact with role relationships, which is 
therefore a sub-theory of role theory and identity theory, which strongly coincides with the 
theoretical framework of this study. For example, the level of love and belongingness for Mary, 
concerns her need for love from her father and eventually the need for companionship from a 
husband. Both of these roles (daughter and wife) become a conflict in roles as her life gradually 
becomes more complicated as she grows older.  
Conflict Transformation 
 In the historical model chapter of this study, the term conflict transformation is highly 
appropriate regarding the Northern Ireland conflict between the Protestants and Catholics. 
According to Lederach (2003), conflict transformation aims at reducing or eliminating both 
violence and injustice. In addition, Jeong (2000) writes, “Transformation can be regarded as 
‘movement from latent conflict to confrontation to negotiation’ in achieving the peaceful 
relationships of a secure community” (p. 37). To consider transformation as an enduring shift in 
a conflict’s character, rather than a simple change, no matter how dramatic it may seem in the 
moment, it becomes clear that the Northern Ireland conflict was transformed because actors on 
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both sides adjusted their behaviors considerably in response to their evolving roles in the 
evolution toward more peaceful resolutions. 
Conflict transformation is an optimistic look at conflict, especially in regions of the world 
where disputes were at one time viewed as intractable, as in Northern Ireland. It is applicable, in 
examining the conflict from a historical perspective, to assert, “Conflict transformation involved 
a broader, deeper, and longer conflict analysis than is called for by either conflict resolution or 
conflict management” (Hansen, 2012, p. 24). In analyzing conflict transformation, Hansen 
(2012) writes:  
Analysis is longer in the sense that the conflict and its potential remedies are examined 
within a long time-frame, looking beyond immediate concerns and resolutions to the 
historical roots of conflicts and the potential means to address them well into the future, 
though present concerns are analyzed as part of the overall conflict landscape. (pp. 24 – 
25)  
This view cultivates greater understanding of Northern Ireland’s road to conflict transformation, 
as examined through the Passage and Impasse Model.  Furthermore, Hansen (2012) says:  
To engage in conflict transformation is to think about a conflict’s causes and effects at 
multiple levels, from individual, relational settings to local community contexts through 
national and international levels, considering the effects of both the social structure and 
wider cultures on the conflicting parties involved. (p. 25) 
This examination will also be applied through the historical model, as relational settings and 
individual perspectives will be taken into account in order to fully analyze the conflict from a 
historical perspective. The conflicts of Henry and Mary do not mirror Northern Ireland’s 
conflict. However, the more modern and more historic situations parallel each other as vital, fatal 
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disputes between Protestants and Catholics, in ways that validate the accuracy on the lenses 
employed on both. While we lack the temporal distance from which we view conflict in Tudor 
times, we have enough perspective to look at the Northern Ireland conflict as a full cycle of 
events. Also, while the Northern Ireland topic involves figures who lacked the final authority and 
judicial omnipotence of Tudor rulers, the leaders on both sides were as formed by their roles as 
monarchs five centuries ago. 
Cruelty Defined 
 Sixteenth century standards of cruelty differ from perceptions of cruelty today. With 
today’s modernized world, human rights issues are present in all areas of life, especially on the 
international stage. The methods of punishment and the means of execution would not be 
tolerated in today’s western world as we move forward in more humane ways of dealing with 
issues like death penalties and sanctions. However, the term cruelty, which is frequently and 
consistently used throughout this study, is “the far enemy of compassion” and ruthless and 
merciless behavior towards another person (Nelson, 2011; Rundell, 2012). This would be the 
best definition or explanation of cruelty for the application of this study. This term is 
overreaching and includes cruelty during the sixteenth century onwards, primarily in reference to 
familial cruelty. However, this study also touches upon political or sovereign cruelty towards 
one’s subjects, which would include the same definition.  
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Chapter 5 
Methodology 
 This chapter will include an explanation of the unique blend of methodology used in this 
study and justify why it is the best option for this particular research project. This chapter will 
also document the existing literature on the particular social science model of narrative analysis 
used in this project, as well as standard historical analysis methodology, and explain how the two 
blend in order to analyze the data for this study. Additionally, the primary research question will 
be addressed and the existing theories on Henry and Mary’s behaviors by notable Tudor scholars 
and authors are identified and explained. The chapter will conclude by recognizing the 
contributions of this project as well as explaining the historical model of analysis developed by 
the researcher, which will be detailed in its own separate chapter.  
Primary Research Question 
The following acts as the primary research questions for this project: 
RQ1: What are the psychosocial meanings stemming from religion, politics, family dynamics, 
and/or other factors underpinning a unitary actor or representative’s cruel treatment of their 
family, when they act in loyalty to a role which is based on traditional authority? In addition, this 
research considers how role theory adds to our understanding of those meanings. 
As mentioned above, Henry’s treatment towards his family and those closest to him was 
especially cruel, even by sixteenth century standards (Meyer, 2010). Although violence was 
common in the sixteenth century, intrafamilial violence, resulting in executions, was not as 
common. Meyer is most likely referring to the executions of two of Henry’s wives, Anne Boleyn 
and Katherine Howard. Up until Henry’s reign, there was no precedent for executing one’s 
spouse (Strickland, 1868). In fact, author Charles Dickens refers to Henry as the spot of blood 
and grease on the history of England (Meyer, 2010; Smith, 1982). While other monarchs may 
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have experienced conflicts with their roles, very few have reached the level of cruelty that Henry 
VIII is remembered for, not only in England but also throughout history.  
Method of Analysis 
 The works considered for analysis were obtained through the official archives of the UK 
government, www.archive.org, and http://www.british-history.ac.uk/. The method for analyzing 
the archival materials was through a qualitative content analysis rooted in the Tamboukou model 
of thematic narrative analysis as well as a standard historical analysis/narrative study of the 
sources. The analysis used primary sources, including Calendar of State Papers, available 
through www.archive.org for Henry, and Acts of the Privy Council for Mary, courtesy of the 
public records of the United Kingdom. The analysis also includes supplemental sources written 
about the reigns of Henry VIII, including The History of the Life and Times of Cardinal Wolsey 
by George Cavendish, a work widely considered by historians to be an accurate depiction of 
Henry’s character and how he handled matters of politics until his divorce from Katherine of 
Aragon.  As for Mary I, the University of Toronto, also provides The Chronicle of Queen Jane 
and Two Years of Queen Mary by J.G. Nichols, as a secondary source; this is another document 
highly regarded by historians for its accurate insights into Mary’s character and reign. 
Additionally, for Mary, six letters are included for analysis because letters provide “fertile 
primary data” (Riessman, 2008, p. 63).   
To analyze the appropriate data, a combination of the Tamboukou model for a narrative 
thematic analysis, which will be further elaborated upon, and a traditional standard historical 
analysis, are applied to the documents (Benjamin, 2010; Howell & Prevenier, 2001; Riessman, 
2008). For the purpose of this study, the use of the word “narrative” refers to biographical text 
“thematically organized by plots” (Polkinghorne, 1995, p. 5). This combination of methodology 
68 
 
is used in order to allow for a more holistic examination of the issues Henry and Mary 
encountered in their roles and where, if any, the role conflict occurs. This is most notable in the 
treatment of their family members (for example, “cruelty”). A narrative thematic analysis 
focuses on the “told” content of the document, whereas a standard historical analysis additionally 
focuses on what is not being explicitly said or mentioned in the text (Rapley, 2007; Riessman, 
2008). In addition, a mixed use of a standard historical analysis and the Tamboukou model is 
necessary in this study due to the historical nature of the documents. The documents do not 
always offer concrete evidence to support an assumption; sometimes inferences have to be made 
based on existing contextual knowledge or what is being omitted from the text based on 
supporting or contemporary texts. Often the confrontation of puzzles or paradoxes, which is part 
of the Tamboukou model, is not possible due to the lack of, or conflicting nature of, the existing 
documents. Additionally, historians do not always employ a theoretical framework to their 
analyses (G. Gershman, personal communication, February 10, 2014). This study implements 
into the analysis a theoretical framework, role theory, which is borrowed from the social science 
discipline.  
Tamboukou Model 
A classic Tamboukou model of thematic analysis approaches the historical document by 
a series of steps in order to uncover hidden themes and paradoxes. First, to begin the research, 
the researcher reads “available auto/biographies to gain general contextual knowledge about the 
times” (Riessman, 2008, p. 63). Next, the researcher moves on to published letters and other 
archival materials, making personal copies of relevant letter, and reading them “at a surface 
level, drawing on Foucault’s ideas: ‘instead of going deep, looking for origins and hidden 
meanings, the analyst is working on the surface, constructing [angels rather than many sides, 
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noting] various minor processes that surround the emergence of an event’” (Riessman, 2008, pp. 
63 – 64). Riessman (2008) adds that, “During the nominal level of analysis, Tamboukou circles 
and highlights words and phrases that strike her. Regarding references to space in the letters, 
particular verbs appeared and reappeared” (p. 64). Next, the researcher “reads the documents 
again with spatial categories in mind, looking in the texts for additional statement that relate in a 
general way to the larger concept” (Riessman, 2008, p. 64). “As themes emerge during the 
process, the investigator interrogates them historically, using ‘discursive constructs of historical 
contingencies’” (Riessman, 2008, p. 64). Following this step, according to Riessman (2008), 
“The investigator confronted puzzles and paradoxes in the document” by reading additional 
documents and letters pertaining to the same era (p. 64). Riessman (2008) adds, “The 
investigator tacks back and forth between primary data and the scholarship of others, checking 
what she is seeing” (p. 66). Additionally, “a theme may emerge from reading a primary source, 
but it needs to be supported with other historical materials,” however, material from other 
sources “enlivens an emerging theme and complicates it” (Riessman, 2008, pp. 66 - 67).  A 
traditional narrative study will integrate diverse kinds of data (Riessman, 2008). The Tamboukou 
Model is not going to work in all realms of this study. To begin with, this study is not purely 
narrative, it employs themes outside the individual, such as politics and religion. Additionally, 
varying types of data are not employed except for archival documents and letters. In order to 
approach the data in a classic historical perspective, to allow for unexplained or negative data, a 
standard historical analysis is also applied to the documents.  
In Maria Tamboukou’s own research on past papers on educational policy, she writes, “In 
discussing an unpublished document of educational policy written by Sylvia Pankhurst in 1959 
the context of its writing should be considered as well as the political, historical and cultural 
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changes that have occurred between the historical moment of its writing and the conditions of its 
contemporary reception” (Tamboukou, 2008, p. 77). This is also consistent with the steps to a 
standard historical analysis, so in this phase of research the Tamboukou model and a standard 
historical analysis overlap in their methods. Tamboukou (2008) goes on to say: 
Pankhurst’s educational policy document is a text that can be read and analysed on many 
levels, but given the restrictions of my response I will focus on three areas, namely, the 
colonial discourse, the gendering of education and the role of art. But first, let us have an 
overview of the document. (p. 77) 
Again, this is consistent with the methods of analysis that the researcher used in this study. The 
researcher established lenses with which the study would be focused upon and while there was 
also the opportunity to analyze the documents on many different levels, the researcher focused 
on the main levels or themes emerging from the text, which were personal, political, and 
religious transformation.  
 Tamboukou then goes on to do an introduction of her own text for analysis. She writes, 
“Pankhurst introduces her proposal with her wider vision of teachers’ education which should be 
framed within the discourses of scientific orientation on the tone hand and the emotional 
imperative on the other” (Tamboukou, 2008, p. 77). Tamboukou (2008) continues to say, “The 
health and hygiene imperative is further linked to the importance of politeness and appropriate 
behavior” (p. 77). This is similar to a standard historical analysis in that it considers the 
surrounding circumstances of the content and probes further into the context of the material. 
Tamboukou also mentions specific tones of the documents, or perhaps a significant detail, which 
would create further understanding into the context of the data. Tamboukou (2008) writes, 
“Overall the document is written in lay language and in a purely didactic way of shifting from 
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general prescriptions to some very detailed ones, always drawing comparisons between the 
Ethiopian condition and her previous experience in East London and making connections with 
transferability issues in the Ethiopian case” (p. 78). This is another technique, which is 
implemented throughout the study when drawing these kinds of connections is necessary for the 
further understanding of the data. This technique is also applied within the standard historical 
analysis as a means of putting information into context and drawing conclusions. 
Standard Historical Analysis 
A standard historical analysis approach allows for grey areas or unexplained data, which 
are carefully detailed in the findings. As Gaddis (2004) writes, “For historians to start with 
surviving structures, whether they be archives, artifacts, or even memories. They then deduce the 
processes that produce them” (p. 41). According to the National Center for History in the 
Schools at UCLA, a historical analysis is conducted by implementing and executing the 
following steps: 1) comparing and contrasting differing sets of ideas; 2) considering multiple 
perspectives of people in the past; 3) analyzing cause-and-effect relationships while considering 
multiple causation and the importance of the individual; 4) drawing comparisons across eras in 
order to define enduring issues; 5) distinguishing between unsupported expressions of opinion 
and informed hypotheses grounded in historical evidence; 6) challenging arguments of historical 
inevitability; 7) evaluating major debates among historians; and 8) hypothesizing the influence of 
the past (UCLA-NCHS, n.d.).  In order to execute the study appropriately, all efforts were made 
to locate original documents from this era, although other records from subsequent centuries also 
traced the relationship from that report to the original record (Howell & Prevenier, 2001). All the 
documents, as well as letters, included in this study are from either the eras of Henry and Mary, 
from the nineteenth century (secondary documents), or modern day biographies. These 
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secondary documents include Agnes Strickland’s words on the Queens of England (two 
volumes), as well as her specific work on Tudor princesses.  
In the qualitative content analysis method, the above-mentioned research question was 
asked, and then applied when analyzing the data. This unique methodology model allows for 
making inferences by objectively identifying characteristics of themes of textual contents 
(Brown et al., 2010). In addition, it is important to consider and make note of what is not being 
said, or omitted from the text, especially in the written primary sources (Rapley, 2007). If there is 
a particular event or individual not mentions in the text, the researcher further investigated why 
and how the event or person was omitted by consulting secondary and modern sources, which is 
also illustrated in the historical model. In reading the primary sources for this study, “Whether 
written or nonwritten, primary sources cannot simply be taken at face value” the researcher must 
look behind them (Benjamin, 2010). The researcher already has to be aware of the historical 
context in which the document was written, “that is, the circumstances surrounding an author at 
the time a particular document was written” (Benjamin, 2010). This method is also consistent 
within the social sciences, as described in the Tamboukou model, of thematic narrative analysis 
(Riessman, 2008). The data was read closely in order to identify key concepts and patterns, based 
on frequency of reoccurrence and importance, throughout the reigns of Henry VIII and his 
daughter, Mary I, especially in instances where they interacted with members of their families, 
including spouses, which is consistent with the Tamboukou model. As both monarchs 
encountered conflict, especially with family members, themes eventually emerged, and these 
themes were assigned a code. The coding process for the analysis, which will be elaborated upon 
below, developed in the process of reading and identifying patterns and concepts (Marsh & 
White, 2006).  
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The confirmability of the study, which will be discussed below, was deeply grounded in 
the data in available transcripts from the sixteenth century era and subsequent sources, primarily 
of the nineteenth century, during the reign of Queen Victoria. Anne Boleyn’s body was 
discovered during Queen Victoria’s reign, which appears to have resurrected some interesting 
revelations in the Tudor monarchs (Brooke-Hunt, 1901).  
The process of qualitatively coding the data was approached through a primarily 
inductive10 process as the evidence revealed served an imperative role in shaping the analysis, as 
did the initial research question (Marsh & White, 2006). Finally, as another added step to the 
confirmability of the study, the researcher sought out scholars who specialize in the Tudor era in 
order to confirm findings.   
Data Analysis Plan 
The analysis has focused on answering the proposed research question as well as 
considering any transformations that deviated from, or added to, the question or themes. Specific 
data to be analyzed was determined as relevant in the behavior patterns in the literature about 
Henry VIII and Mary I. Prior to the analysis, lenses were created in order to identity the general 
role frames for this study, as mentioned earlier. The issues of role and role conflict were 
examined through the lenses of:  
(1) Henry’s role as monarch and husband with six different wives;  
(2) Henry’s role as monarch and father;  
(3) Mary’s role conflict between monarch and wife; and finally, 
 (4) Mary’s role conflict between monarch and sister.  
Family conflict and role conflict theoretically overlapped in numerous ways in this study, 
especially because Henry was Mary’s father and a source for much of her unhappiness during 
10 Very few themes were already created before the research was conducted, thus making the study primarily an inductive analysis. 
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her formative years, which subsequently led to crucial decisions enacted during her brief reign as 
queen of England. The reason Henry’s roles are focused upon in these lenses and Mary’s role 
conflicts are predominant is because much of Mary’s issues, according to the literature, were due 
to external factors such as her father, relationships with siblings, and her council once she 
became Queen of England. Henry took on many more roles in his life which first need to be 
untangled and identified before a role conflict can be established.  
To understand the documents in relation to their reigns, the researcher began by reading 
available biographies on both monarchs to acquire contextual knowledge about the Tudor era 
(Riessman, 2008). This is consistent with both the Tamboukou model of thematic narrative 
analysis and a standard historical analysis, as Benjamin (2010) writes, “Whether you intend to 
use a primary source as evidence, be sure to take the time to learn about the historical context in 
which it was created and the impact it had on its original audience” (p. 111). The researcher 
specifically looked for where and how Mary encountered issues and conflict with her roles. For 
Henry, the researcher looked for reoccurrences where his contrasting roles interfered with the 
politics of state, thus resulting in familial conflict that affected his country. During the analysis, 
based on the Tamboukou model for narrative methods, the researcher highlighted words and 
phrases that present a nominal significance (Riessman, 2008).  
Next, at a more in depth level, the researcher re-read the documents with themes and 
categories in mind in order to identify “additional statements that relate in a general way to the 
larger concept” (Riessman, 2008, p. 64). This technique is consistent with both the Tamboukou 
model within the social sciences as well as a standard historical analysis of the document. 
Themes inevitably emerged through Henry and Mary’s conflicts, and were broken down into 
sub-themes and meta-themes that contributed to the primary research question. The first read of 
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the documents naturally depicted codes that represented themes of the document. The second 
reading revealed additional codes and themes, which depict a level of importance to the era and 
lives of Henry and Mary. Once the themes were generated by re-reads, then a hierarchy of 
themes was created for the final stages of the analysis. 
Because this study is of a historical nature, observations of the behaviors of these 
individuals have already been preserved in the documents engaged for this research. The 
researcher’s task therefore entails translating such observations and descriptions into a 
contemporary theoretical framework in an attempt to explain both monarchs’ behavior in terms 
of the possibility of cause and effect considerations within the framework of role theory. Thus, 
the task involved matching behaviors in particular circumstances against the proposed theory that 
suggests explanatory potential (Lee, 1987). The researcher not only looked for specific terms but 
also recurrent themes, including a number of terms together, producing a particular theme 
through the data. Highlights and varying colors were used to differentiate the emerging themes 
and apply codes to these themes. Open coding involved sweeping through a document and 
highlighting sections of the texts that were selected as themes (Learningdoman.com, 2013). This 
allowed the researcher to easily visualize where the themes overlap and how often they occur 
during a particular event or situation. Eventually, opening coding needed to be categorized into a 
group creating themes, which is called axial coding (Learningdomain.com. 2013, p. 3). These 
groups were broken up into a hierarchy of themes. This hierarchy of themes originating from the 
codes was then broken down into sub-themes and meta-themes, which are themes contributing to 
the main themes of the document. In the hierarchy model, or the tree model of coding, the 
themes or concepts relate to their “parents” in some way (Learningdomain.com, 2013, p. 3). 
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Usually, when coding, the researcher already has some codes in mind and is also looking 
for additional ideas that arise from the text (Learningdomain.com, 2013, p. 4). Next, the headings 
are gathered from the data and transferred to coding sheets where categories are then liberally 
generated. The researcher then uses the list of categories and group them under higher order 
headings (Elo & Kyngas, 2007). The purpose of grouping data is to reduce the number of 
categories by collapsing those groups that are similar or dissimilar into broader categories, as 
mentioned earlier in regards to sub-themes and meta-themes, which was represented in a 
hierarchy of relevant themes. Riessman (2008) writes, from the Tamboukou model of narrative 
thematic analysis, “A theme may emerge from reading a primary source, but it needs to be 
supported with other historical materials” (p. 66). Again, these themes were divided into 
categories in order to better conceptualize the emerging themes and patterns.  
Overall, the purpose of creating categories in a hierarchy is to “provide a means of 
describing a phenomenon, to increase understanding and to generate knowledge” (Elo & Kyngas, 
2007, p. 111). The next step was to analyze through examining “regularity and variability in the 
data” and form tentative findings (Rapley, 2007, p. 130). It was not possible to do a detailed 
analysis on all the information discovered, but was pertinent to follow up on certain points or 
themes (Rapley, 2007). Instead, the researcher confronted “puzzles and paradoxes in the 
documents” (Riessman, 2008, p. 64). However, not all puzzles or paradoxes were explored. In 
the historical analysis discipline, it is up to the researcher to decide what avenues of further 
exploration would lead to further understanding. Howell & Prevenier (2001) write, “Historians 
still make another distinction amongst facts that matter, or between ‘facts’ – reliable information 
– and ‘nonfacts’ – unverifiable information” (p. 87).  Again, the narrative thematic stemming 
from the Tamboukou model, application gained more specificity, as questions were answered 
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and themes and concepts were further narrowed down. The researcher generated the most 
common themes and broke them down into sub-themes and meta-themes, which contributed to 
the larger picture. In answering the research question, the themes were divided into categories of 
hierarchy and the primary research question applied to the analysis (Macgillivary & Jennings, 
2008).  Any negative data that emerged from the analysis was included within the study, which is 
part of standard historical analysis research, but not always in content analysis within the social 
sciences. Any reoccurring negative data was assigned its own theme and worked into the final 
analysis (Riessman, 2008). Lastly, to check the validity and rigor through showing other people, 
specifically those studying the Tudor era, the findings were compared to previous work in the 
field (Rapley, 2007). 
The data used in this study was broken down into the main theme of transformation. The 
theme of transformation was further sub-divided into three categories of transformation. These 
categories were subsequently broken down into three chapters, including personal 
transformation, political transformation, and religious transformation. The analysis was broken 
down in this way to best categorize the most relevant and important themes of Henry and Mary’s 
character, leading to a more comprehensive answer of the primary research question. Lastly, a 
chapter included information from the data that included all areas of transformation, sub-themes, 
and meta-themes that contributed to the transformation process. Some of the transformation 
chapters included repeated quotes because, as previously mentioned, some of the transformations 
overlapped. For example, as was consistent with the times, politics were religious, religion was 
political in sixteenth century England, therefore political transformations and religious 
transformations often appear to overlap with one another as demonstrated in the text. Lastly, in 
the data analysis chapter of this study includes additional quotes and supporting information 
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gathered from the texts, which did not fit into any of the chapters on transformation, but still 
prove useful as supporting evidence and documentation of Henry and Mary’s characters and 
roles throughout their lives and reigns as monarchs.  
Ethics and Reflexivity  
 The potential ethical considerations to take into account for this study would regard 
individual interpretation of the data. The researcher has the potential to be biased towards one 
particular school of thought on each monarch, as much of the source material will originate with 
partisan observers. Both of these monarchs have already been cast in a devious light, especially 
Mary in terms of her extreme political views and violence.  
Sources for this study include not only contemporary close observers at court during the 
unfolding of crucial events but also accounts by ambassadors and other representatives of foreign 
interests. These people were attendant to events because of agendas that served interests that 
were not centered on British royal concerns, nor influenced by the monarchy’s familial interests. 
An additional issue in regards to ethics was the researcher’s familiarity with role theory and 
Weber’s theory on authority; this may have biased the researcher’s result when analyzing the 
data.  
 The researcher has a personal interest in focusing on the lives of Henry VIII and Mary I 
as cases for this study because both of their lives present clear narratives, singly and together, 
illustrating transformation as they progressed as people and monarchs. Their combined story 
offers lessons about the overreach and limitations of sweeping power in the hands of all too 
human personalities conforming to, and trying to manipulate, major social roles. To explore this 
inquiry, the researcher focused more on sociological perspectives and less on psychological ones 
to better locate significant findings in the context of social units. The microcosmic unit, the 
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immediate family system, and the macrocosmic unit, the nation, were likely to reflect each other 
as Henry and Mary lived with ongoing responsibilities in both arenas simultaneously. This 
perspective provided a focus that allows the implications of their roles to remain visible, even in 
the glare of their famous personalities. 
Confirmability 
The confirmability of this method of content analysis was demonstrated by a series of 
reflective journals used to crosscheck the emerging themes throughout the analysis. The 
reflective journals included concept memos, which focus on emerging concepts, the way 
concepts are phrased, and the researcher’s interpretation of these concepts (Marsh & White, 
2006). The use of reflective journals allowed confirmation of the findings, added to the validity 
of the research, and reduced the risk of redundancy and misinterpretations. Additionally, when 
dealing with the events of Henry and Mary’s lives, a detailed timeline was used in order to 
chronicle the events of their lives and at what age the event(s) occurred. The documents used for 
this study were analyzed by ordering the data through coding based on the emergence of themes, 
then using these to develop the concepts and categories that emerged through the analysis based 
on words or a particular sequence of words developing recurrent themes. The analysis allowed 
for coding, which was noted in the margins of the printed copies of primarily narrative historic 
documents available through internet sources.  
Trustworthiness 
 The trustworthiness of this study was based on the emerging themes developed through 
mostly inductive thinking. The categories emerging through the analysis were further divided 
into subcategories, creating sub-themes and meta-themes. For example, “relationships with 
government councilors” or “relationships with wives” potentially had a subcategory of “poor 
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relationships” or “conflict with intimates.” The final stage entailed refining the categories in way 
that permits the theory to be constructed, where the primary themes emerge and the most 
relevant supporting themes are applied. The main categories from the analysis allowed for links 
to subsequent subcategories, which then led to an overall theory and the findings from the 
analysis.  
 The trustworthiness of the research was contingent on the researcher’s ability to keep a 
moderately biased perspective during the analysis and in the findings of the study. According to 
Benjamin (2010), moderate bias is a trait of all scholars when conducting and analyzing research. 
However, Benjamin adds it is important for the researcher to become familiar with the biases and 
differing perspectives of the authors of the documents so the researcher does not inadvertently 
accept those viewpoints (2010, p. 110).  
Dependability 
 The dependability of this research was due in part to the coding process of emerging 
themes throughout the analysis of the data. However, the common ambiguity of words in 
sixteenth century times or the unfamiliar spelling of these narrative historic documents threaten 
the coding of themes, negatively affecting the credibility of the findings. The use of a 
psychological and sociological framework when looking at these documents, while not the 
standard for a historical content analysis, has been done before. Recently, a medical 
anthropologist and a feminist scholar analyzed the same documents, both primary and secondary, 
that were used for the purpose of this study. 
Member-Checking 
 The informed perspectives of historians also studying the same time period, who are 
familiar with the lives and reigns of Henry VIII and Mary I, will be invoked to balance any 
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presumptions or biases the researcher may hold about this subject. The researcher used already 
established contacts in the field of history to check findings of the analysis of the historical 
content/data, particularly scholars who have used, for their research, the same documents that 
informed this study (Rapley, 2007). This use of diverse perspectives supported the validity and 
rigor of the researcher’s analysis. The researcher has previously built relationships with other 
historians specializing in the pre-modern era and used means such as email to contact other 
Tudor historians. As these monarchs are no longer alive, the researcher must rely on checking 
facts and theories with other historians within the field of Tudor history. This approach is most 
effective for historical research of this nature and is consistent with the qualitative content 
analysis method. 
Credibility  
 As mentioned above, the credibility of the findings is threatened due to the unfamiliar 
and inconsistent spelling of sixteenth century documents. Additionally, credibility is also 
threatened with secondary or supplemental sources, as they were not present at the time of Henry 
VIII and Mary I’s reign, but instead acquired their perspectives through either generational 
stories or informative insights produced by a researcher who lived closer in time to these two 
monarchs. In order to enhance the understanding of the documents, the researcher first looked at 
biographies of Henry and Mary in order acquire contextual knowledge (Riessman, 2008). This 
method is consistent with no only the Tamboukou model of thematic narrative analysis, but also 
is used in standard historical research and analysis. Regardless, the researcher looked as 
objectively as possible at the available data and determined its credibility for the usage of this 
study.  
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 The credibility of the researcher is based on the researcher’s prior knowledge of the era. 
The researcher has been writing and publishing on the Tudor era for four years as well as 
establishing contacts within the field. Additionally, the researcher has knowledge of all schools 
of thought on these monarchs as well as having read some of the historical fiction material on 
both Henry and Mary.  
Existing Theories and Potential Roles & Role Conflict 
 The existing literature on Henry and Mary is often conflicting in nature, as there does not 
appear to be one common theory or explanation as to their behavior or actions. For example, 
there appears to be more literature on Henry’s personality as a durable characteristic, meaning he 
was born with a cruel streak or his personality transformed over time. Even with the latter 
explanation, theorists argue as to when this occurred and what the contributing factors were to 
this alleged transformation. For that reason, these existing theories included in this study focus 
primarily on Henry’s alleged transformations or roles as a person, brought on by external factors 
(marriages, break from the church, etc.), as opposed to Mary, whose role conflicts appear 
because of her gender and external pressures from her father, husband, and council once she 
became Queen of England. Some of these role conflicts were always present (her gender) and 
some were forced upon her because of her father’s policies and transformations. Additionally, 
because Henry’s transformation or cruelty was primarily focused on family members (i.e. his 
daughter and his wives), role explanations such as changes in Henry’s roles from political and 
religious changes as well as familial executions are interwoven into his familial neglect and 
trauma. According to the literature, Henry did not face the same or similar kinds of family 
trauma in his childhood that he orchestrated in his adulthood. For this reason, his family trauma 
caused perhaps by his differing roles or an alleged transformation is overlapping in nature. While 
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acts of “violence between members of the same family” is an “age-old phenomenon,” there does 
not appear to be any record of violence taking places in Henry’s nuclear family (Hampton, 1993, 
p. xi). However, according to Steinmetz (1977), “When extreme instances of aggression, such as 
child abuse or spouse beating, take place in an attempt to resolve family conflict, the family is 
usually labeled pathological, and undesirable characteristics, such as mental instability, 
immaturity, drug or alcohol abuse, are seen as casual” (p. 3). Even if these kinds of identification 
were not labels in the sixteenth century, modern historians studying Henry’s nuclear family when 
he was a child would have identified and labeled any extreme instances of violence or family 
trauma.  There is no clear pattern of this kind of cruelty and as some of the documents for this 
study reveal, Henry’s judicial murders of two of his wives were unprecedented.  
Henry Tudor 
 This section covers the alternative theories explaining Henry’s behavior, and then, 
Mary’s behavior. The existing literature is based upon Tudor historians’ research from varying 
disciplines and perspectives. No two explanations are the same, which provides a broad context 
of their behaviors and possible explanations of their actions. 
Alison Weir & Hilary Mantel 
Two well-respected Tudor historians believe that Henry’s actions and cruelty were consistent 
throughout his life, although it erupted at certain points during his reign. Alison Weir and Hilary 
Mantel’s theories argue that his nervousness, constant suffering, and illogic of his decisions were 
always present (Lipscomb, 2009; Mantel, 2009). These were all significant features to his 
character in the later years of his life. His characteristics of nervousness, illogical decisions, and 
constant suffering were theorized to be primary reasons for his cruelty towards others (Mantel, 
2009). Henry was uncomfortable, physically, through a large portion of his adult life, which 
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caused him to act out illogically and impulsively (Mantel, 2009; Kramer, 2012). However, Weir 
and Mantel argue that they were always part of his character, though more predominant as he 
aged. This may seem plausible and consistent when Henry began to emerge in role as ruler, 
husband (six times), a father (three times11), and Supreme Head of the Church of England.  
Karen Lindsay 
Feminist scholar, Karen Lindsey, writes of Henry’s sense of self-importance and of him 
getting “his way through open tyranny,” the old Henry only “showing itself erratically” 
(Lindsey, 1995, p. xxvii). Lindsey writes little to nothing of Henry’s roles or interpretation of his 
roles, but instead focuses primarily on the roles of his six wives (Lindsey, 1995).  
Henry’s attitudes towards each of his wives varied greatly, depending on his situation at the 
time of their marriage. Henry divorced two of his wives, beheaded two, while one, Jane, died in 
childbirth, and the last, Katharine, outlived him. Thus all six wives married Henry under 
different circumstances. Also, Henry was married to his first wife, Katherine, longer than the 
other five put together. From this alone, it could be inferred that Henry went through a personal 
transformation, which led his character to be more changeable and perhaps unpredictable 
towards those around him. Lindsey does address this as a psychological component to Henry’s 
tyranny, which does lend some validity in the sociological field of role conflict and role theory 
(Lindsey, 1995).  
Suzannah Lipscomb 
Suzannah Lipscomb, another prominent Tudor historian, explains in her book, 1536: The 
year that changed Henry VIII, that Henry’s behavior was not much due to his roles, but instead 
pinpoints a particular year during his reign, 1536, which varies depending on historians as to 
when Henry’s behavior changed drastically. This is clearly a personal transformational period, 
11 Henry also had illegitimate children with his mistresses. The most notable was his son, Henry Fitzroy the Duke of Richmond. 
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due to a series of circumstances and events mostly beyond his control (Lipscomb, 2009). 
Lipscomb describes some of these circumstances as his near death fall from his horse in January 
1536,  Anne Boleyn’s two miscarriages, the death of his illegitimate son, Henry Fitzroy, and the 
Pilgrimage of Grace, a rebellion against his reign in northern England (Lipscomb, 2009). 
However, this shift resulted in irrational and overly cruel behavior toward his family members 
that included execution of his second wife, his illegitimating his youngest daughter, and 
threatening the life of Mary, his oldest daughter (Lipscomb, 2009).  
Lipscomb goes on to credit Henry’s familial troubles, such as the loss of his illegitimate son, 
the death of his first wife, Katherine of Aragon, and the judicial murder of Anne Boleyn, as some 
of the contributing factors leading to Henry’s transformation and ultimate cruelty in the later 
years of his reign, as his roles began to emerge.  Henry had a son, Henry Fitzroy, by his mistress, 
Bessie Blount in 1519, while married to his first wife, Katherine of Aragon (Meyer, 2010). In 
1536, Henry Fitzroy died of consumption, which is thought to be tuberculosis, at age seventeen 
(Meyer, 2010). Earlier that year, Henry’s first wife, who was divorced from him and living in 
relative poverty, died from unknown causes, some crediting it to cancer (Meyer, 2010).  The year 
1536 was also the year that Henry executed his second wife, Anne Boleyn. After pursuing her for 
seven years and being married to her for two and a half, Henry tired of her and either plotted her 
fall or let it happen as her enemies accused, tried, and convicted her of treason and adultery 
(Denny, 2004). The level of Henry’s involvement in Anne Boleyn’s fall is still debatable today 
as historians are not sure how involved he was in his wife’s trial and death (Denny, 2004). 
Kyra Kramer  
 Medical anthropologist, Kyra Kramer, theorizes that Henry’s behavior was due to a medical 
condition resulting in Kell positive blood. This condition is a possible explanation regarding the 
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transformation of Henry into a perceived tyrant. Additionally, it offers an alternative theory to 
his wives’ obstetrical problems (Kramer, 2012). Kramer also admits that due to the lack of 
knowledge in the field of psychology at the time, she believes Kell positive blood, resulting in 
McLeod Syndrome, led to psychological problems feeding to his already present ego, which 
ultimately led to Henry’s tyranny (Kramer, 2012). Kramer (2012) writes, “A miserable history of 
lost babies is not the only thing Kell positive blood could have given Henry. If the King was Kell 
positive, then it is also possible that he developed a rare disease called McLeod syndrome” 
(n.p.). According to Kramer (2012): 
Usually the symptoms of McLeod syndrome begin around a patient’s fortieth birthday, and 
increase with time. McLeod syndrome has both physical and psychological symptoms that 
would explain why Henry became physically weaker and more mentally unstable after he 
turned forty in 1531, and why his condition continued to deteriorate until his death in 1547. 
(n.p.) 
 Kramer is the first to consider this approach in explaining Henry’s behavior so there is no 
evidence to either agree or disagree with Kramer’s findings.  Kramer also credits the year 1535 
for Henry’s transformation, as opposed to the popular year of 1536. Kramer believes this was 
when Henry began to execute those closest to him for simply disagreeing with his personal or 
political policies (personal communication, May 7, 2013). In 1535, Henry executed Sir Thomas 
More, one of his closest friends. Although this was not his wife, it was the starting point of 
Henry eliminating those who disagreed with him or he wished to replace, in the case of his 
second wife, Anne Boleyn. When executing More, Henry potentially displayed the capacity to 
kill those close to him, which further emerges in the coming years. 
David Starkey  
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David Starkey, a well-published Tudor historian, explains one of the most complimentary 
theories regarding Henry’s cruel behavior. Starkey explains in one of his public lectures that 
Henry was interested above all in fame (Starkey, 2011). He then goes on to liken Henry to a 
modern day celebrity, stating that Henry was focused on being remembered and recognized for 
his accomplishments for eternity. During his time as king, Henry yearned for fame and glory. He 
wanted to be a war hero in France but that ended drastically when his army was defeated, which 
left his country close to bankruptcy. He then set out to be a defender of the Catholic faith against 
Martin Luther (Meyer, 2010; Guy, 1988). It appears, based on the pattern already evident in 
Henry’s search for vocation, when he failed he quickly abandoned that path and sought another 
for recognition. He aimed to be recognized for his military power in France. Once defeated, he 
sought the role of peacemaker and earned the title “Defender of the Faith” for his defense of the 
Catholic religion in response to Martin Luther. Starkey attests that Henry wanted above all 
virtue, glory, immortality, and fame, great aspirations of the Renaissance (Starkey, 2011). With 
this role to fill, Henry set out in any direction to achieve immortality through history as one of 
England’s most memorable kings. While he was able to achieve this, he is not remembered for 
being a war hero or the defense of the Catholic Church, but instead most often a “tyrant” and a 
“wife-killer.” These titles are more relevant to his personal relationships as opposed to his work 
as a monarch and ruler. 
Mary Tudor  
The explanation of role conflict regarding Mary Tudor by previous Tudor historians is more 
clear-cut than in the case of Henry. As mentioned earlier, mainly resulting from her traumatic 
teenage years when her father initiated a divorce from her mother and declared her illegitimate 
and Elizabeth his new heir (Brody, 1953). According to the existing literature, Mary appears to 
88 
 
have struggled with her different roles as they came into conflict within one another clearer than 
Henry, whereas there appear to be more unanswered questions regarding his overall nature and 
character as an individual rather than a simple conflict with his roles. Mary’s conflicts, both 
personal and in matters of state, appear to be more clearly rooted in familial problems of her 
childhood, which were often the result of her father’s changes and therefore transformations.  
The most important and critical aspect of Mary’s childhood and family issues is rooted in the 
divorce of her parents, the cruel treatment of her mother, and the threats at the hand of her father. 
Kyra Kramer believes that Mary suffered the most under Henry’s often-chaotic reign (personal 
communication, May 7, 2013). According to Kramer, Mary was old enough to remember the 
kind and loving father he had once been to her, resulting in her strong hold over her Catholic 
religion in order to preserve some sanctity of the happy days of her youth (K. Kramer, personal 
communication, May 7, 2013).  
 As the record presents itself, there is no clear explanation as to how the gruesome events 
unraveled out of control during Mary’s reign, especially when looking at how many Protestants 
were burned under her command (Brody, 1953; Meyer, 2010). According to Gregory (2011), 
“Mary I had become increasingly unpopular with the people because of her violent repression of 
non-Catholics. During her rule, hundreds of Protestants were burned at the stake, earning her the 
name ‘Bloody Mary’” (p. 101).  In terms of her relationship with her half-sister, Elizabeth, many 
believe that her hatred or dislike for her younger sister stems more from Elizabeth’s mother, 
Anne Boleyn’s, treatment of Mary, which is often disputed, as her stepmother during Mary’s late 
teenage years, from about age seventeen to age twenty (Erickson, 1983). This is evidenced by 
Fraser (1975) writing of Katherine and Anne Boleyn; she writes, “The animosity between 
Catherine and Anne was understandably to be continued in the next generation by their 
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respective daughters” (p. 198). Anne Boleyn allegedly ordered Mary’s ears boxed if she 
disobeyed orders in Elizabeth’s household (Fraser, 1975; Porter, 2007). Fraser (1975) writes, 
“Once Anne, as Queen, had produced a rival Princess12, she demanded that Mary’s ears be 
boxed13 ‘for the cursed bastard she is’” (p. 198). 
However, when Elizabeth was a young girl and motherless, Mary showed a kind affection 
towards her Elizabeth, her half sister (Whitelock, 2010). However, once Mary became Queen of 
England, she viewed Elizabeth as a threat. Elizabeth represented the opposing religion, 
Protestantism, and was next in line to the throne after Mary (Erickson, 1983; Whitelock, 2010). 
After Elizabeth’s mother’s execution, “Mary appeared to show great affection towards her little 
sister Elizabeth during this time, giving her small gifts from her own privy purse” (Gregory, 
2011, p. 27). This represents one of Mary’s key roles, protective older sister, during the last years 
of her life and an important focus of her reign. This is consistent with roles and role theory 
because Mary’s role did change drastically when she became queen and Elizabeth her heir. Their 
roles were no longer sister and sister; it emerged into something much more political, as Mary 
represented the Catholic cause and Elizabeth was a symbol of hope for the Protestants (Porter, 
2007). In the case of Mary Tudor, the literature reveals a strong case of role conflict, especially 
once Mary ascended to the throne, when her attitude and treatment towards Elizabeth allegedly 
changed greatly.  
Expected Contributions of the Proposed Research 
The field of conflict analysis and resolution is interdisciplinary, both historically and in 
application. Research in this area can address a range of interests from interpersonal to 
international conflict. This can engage familial, political, cultural, religious, and other focus 
12 Elizabeth 
13 Hitting someone in the ears with the palm of one’s hand causing extreme pain and discomfort.  
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issues that not only include large groups but also consider the contrasts between practices and 
beliefs that unite or separate extensive populations.  
This research project has focused closely on a familial arena of conflict in relationships 
where events rippled out to national and international horizons. By focusing on the personal 
nature of parent/child, sibling/sibling, and spouse/spouse relationships, this research sought to 
personalize the focus of conflict analysis and resolution, promoting its understanding of, and 
service to, a familial scope within the context of significant historical shifts. This seeks to add to 
the literature of more intimate conflict that can be accurately placed within verifiable historical 
records. By drawing on research sources that include familial process and structures such as 
generational stressors, this study seeks to emphasize the influence of daily, fundamental human 
relationship patterns as motivators toward strategies that can have national and international 
implications.  
Thus, the methodology must be attentive to personal, social, national, and international 
factors, emphasizing bridges that connect these spheres of human engagement. This speaks to the 
usefulness of historical inquiry in that such understanding of the past, which is documented and 
concluded, can help inform those who do not wish to repeat debilitating struggles of the past. In 
this way, historical research supports contemporary needs. Also, by bridging aggregate levels of 
human interaction through such research, this study can help identify interrelationships between 
these levels that can provide points of perspective offering conflict resolution opportunities. 
What links opposing sides can establish common ground for mutually acceptable resolution of 
grievances. 
Additionally, the method used to analyze the data combines inquiry processes and points 
of view central to the social sciences and standard historical analysis in a unique way to interpret 
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the data. This can expand applications of a historical model, which is also included in this study. 
A study of this nature, dating back to the sixteenth century, cannot simply be analyzed by the 
modern method of the Tamboukou model of thematic analysis. Instead, it uses a cross-blend 
between the two disciplines of conflict analysis and history, uniting the social sciences and the 
humanities, leading to an original contribution that balances and blends the strengths and 
aspirations of both fields of study. As history traditionally focuses on conflicts as the context for 
decisive phases of development, conflict analysis can enrich the work of historians by offering 
contemporary perspectives that are valid for bringing the past into closer consideration and 
current applicability. Likewise, historians bring conflict analysis specialists a familiarity with 
perspectives that contextualize conflict beyond pressing current issues, situating conflict analysis 
in centuries of valid source material. 
The Passage and Impasse Model not only analyzes pivotal points of historic change as 
dynamic moments within the context of ongoing social development and continuity, but also 
parallels directly the relationship between the fields of conflict analysis and historic inquiry. As 
these two fields can inform each other for mutual benefit in terms of process and data, change, 
and continuity, the model employed here functions in collaboration with the requirements of both 
fields to focus on change against a background of continuity, and continuity against the 
foreground of change. The model is therefore specific to the scholarly demands of both fields, 
not simply each field. 
Conclusion 
 This chapter included an overview of the existing theories regarding Henry and Mary’s 
behaviors and actions, while explaining why Mary’s role conflicts are more predominant than 
Henry’s, and why Henry’s roles are being focused upon in this study. Additionally, the unique 
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blend of a social science model of analysis, as well as a standard historical analysis, was 
identified and explained, as well as an illustration of how this model was applied and 
implemented. The next four chapters include the data used as primary and secondary sources for 
this study, and then the following chapter offers a discussion on the findings.  
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Chapter 6 
Personal Transformation 
Introduction 
Henry’s alleged personal transformation is much disputed and difficult to determine. It 
appears that Henry’s character, demeanor, actions, and even physical appearance altered from 
the beginning of his reign up until his death in 1547. He appeared to be less tolerant, more 
violent and crueler towards those close to him as he aged, especially after the execution of his 
second wife, Anne Boleyn. There are various debates amongst numerous Tudor scholars, which 
have already been mentioned earlier in this study, as to when the personal transformation 
occurred, or if a personal transformation occurred at all. Some scholars such as Alison Weir 
(2001) and Hilary Mantel (2009) do not believe Henry went through a transformation, while 
other scholars such as Suzannah Lipscomb (2009) pinpoint a particular year, 1536, as the year 
that Henry changed, which would coincide with the judicial murder of Anne. 
Based on the primary and secondary sources for this study, it appears that some 
phenomenon, perhaps, somewhere in the middle of these proposed arguments occurred to Henry. 
Although he may have exhibited some level of ruthlessness in his youth as a young king when he 
first ascended to the throne in 1509, the rapid changes in his demeanor and actions, which 
occurred in the early 1530s until his death, would indicate that these intolerant and cruel 
characters became amplified by a series of events. These events or external factors and changes 
not only roused a personal transformation occurred within Henry, but also, what appears to have 
been a political and religious transformation throughout England, which coincided with his 
personal wishes, such as his divorce from his first wife and his remarriage to his second wife, 
Anne Boleyn. After Anne Boleyn’s execution in 1536, something was triggered inside the king 
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that made him more temperamental, child-like, ruthless and cruel. Henry’s personal 
transformation is imperative in understanding the psychosocial meanings behind the religious 
changes, political changes, and family changes that led Henry to marginalize his daughters (both 
illegitimate) and execute two of his wives. It appears, as was mentioned earlier, in the case of 
Henry, his personal transformation led to the religious and political transformations to come later 
in his reign. The reasons for this will be explored later in the study as each category of 
transformation is addressed.  
Mary’s personal transformation most likely occurred in the year 1536, with the preceding 
years of 1532, 1533, 1534 and 1535 leading up to her ultimate personal transformation from 
cherished princess to the obstinate illegitimate daughter of Henry VIII. These years also 
coincided with Mary’s late teens, chronologically transforming her into an adult at age twenty in 
1536, the year of her transformation. In 1533, Mary was declared illegitimate by the English 
Parliament thus creating confusion as to her new role in England and in Europe. This 
undoubtedly had an effect on Mary’s identity, perhaps marking the first point in her life when 
she experienced a role conflict between dutiful daughter and the title of Princess of England, 
which she felt was rightfully hers. In 1534, Mary’s father, Henry VIII separated from the 
Catholic Church which appears to have a lasting effect on Mary as seen in her extreme efforts to 
return to Rome during her own reign twenty years later. It was biographer, Linda Porter, who 
believed that Mary’s personal transformation took place in 1536, which appears to be accurate 
due to the sheer quantity of events affecting her and her station during that year.  
Unlike her father, Mary’s personal transformation was not of her own choice, nor as a 
result, of events that she perpetuated through her own free will. Instead, Mary’s personal 
transformation was largely, if not all, due to the personal, religious, and political transformation 
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of her father, Henry VIII. The political and religious policies that Mary implemented during her 
reign were largely due to the numerous transformations that occurred during her father’s reign 
and subsequently changed Mary as a person, leaving her role in the world undetermined, and 
thus her finding vocation through the Catholic faith. Through these transformations, Mary 
appears to have experienced role conflicts between daughter and princess, which later would 
transform into role conflicts between her faith and her role as a sister, and lastly a role conflict 
between monarch, wife, sister, and crusader of the Catholic faith.  
While the following chapter addresses evidence to Henry and Mary’s personal 
transformations, there is also mentioning of religious and political transformation related to both 
of their personal transformations. While transformation is a main and reoccurring theme 
throughout the texts, it is best explained when deconstructed into three distinct categories, then 
reconstructed and explained when answering the primary research question for this study.  
Additionally, for the purposes of this study, issues pertaining to family dynamics will be 
included in the personal transformation chapter. Family dynamics was a crucial part of the 
makeup of the Tudor family and especially pertaining to psychosocial issues; however, the 
information gathered on family dynamics is not enough to warrant its own chapter within this 
study. Therefore, as these dynamics are often personal in nature, this category will be included in 
the following chapter of personal transformation. 
Personal Transformation: Analysis of the Documents 
Primary Sources 
The Life and Death of Cardinal Wolsey by George Cavendish 
This document appears to reveal the changing character and nature of Henry, which 
would be indicative of a personal transformation. In the beginning of the text and at the 
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beginning of Henry’s reign, Henry possessed little to no interest in affairs of state, leaving all 
politics and governing to Cardinal Wolsey, whom this account focuses on. Cavendish (1908) 
writes, “In the council, there to hear weighty matters, the which [sic] pleased the king nothing at 
all, for he loved nothing worse than to be constrained to so anything contrary to his royal will 
and pleasure” (p. 11). This carefree young man of his earlier years is consistent with the young 
King Henry portrayed in other texts used in this study. This is in direct contrast to the monarch 
who took the enormous political and religious step to break with the Catholic Church and 
establish himself as the Supreme Head of the Church of England.  
By 1530, the year of Cardinal Wolsey’s death, Henry was gradually beginning to 
recognize the full extent of his power and chose to use it at will, however, there is no quote 
within this text to illustrate this personal transformation of monarchial power. This assumption is 
primarily inferred through what is known about Henry’s reign, such as when he began to lose his 
faith in Wolsey and when he actively began to participate in his own divorce. Henry, as a first 
step to exerting his own monarchial power in his own reign, was not getting what he wanted 
from the Cardinal, a divorce from Katherine of Aragon, so he listened to those around him and 
approved the Cardinal’s arrest and trial, despite the affection he felt towards Wolsey (Cavendish, 
1908). Cavendish (1908) writes, “For they knew the great loving affection and especial favour 
that the king bare [sic] to the cardinal, and also feared the wonder wit of the cardinal” (p. 36). 
This also illustrates the power struggled mentioned earlier; the faction that brought Wolsey down 
was worried about his revenge on them if they failed. While Wolsey was arrested, he was not 
executed, as Henry showed mercy towards him by explaining that he needed to be arrested and 
tried because the charges against him were so great that they could not be ignored (Cavendish, 
1908).  Cavendish (1908) writes: 
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Sirs, quoth he, ‘your diligent and faithful service unto my lord here your master, in time 
of his calamity, hath purchased for yourselves of all noble men much honesty; insomuch 
as the king commanded me to say to you, in his Grace’s name, that for your true and 
loving service that yea have done to your master, his Highness will see you all furnished 
at all times with services according to your demerits. (pp. 116 – 117) 
This attests to Henry’s merciful behavior towards the beginning on his reign, as he 
showed clemency towards Wolsey and chose not to execute him impulsively and as swiftly as he 
did with others in his later years after his personal transformation. This is evident in his shift of 
monarchial power, a sub-theme emerging within the analysis, as he began to realize the full 
extent of his traditional authority. When news reached Henry that Wolsey may die, he responded 
with, “God forbid that he should die. I pray you, good Master Buttes, go again unto him, for I 
would not lose him for twenty thousand pounds” (Cavendish, 1908, p. 122). Wolsey died 
peacefully, but in disgrace, as his punishment or final fate was not yet decided.  
This document could also serve as a prelude to Henry’s later transformation, although the 
theme of personal transformation is not explicit in the text, instead, it is based on his merciful 
behavior towards Wolsey in 1530 and then his impulsive and violent behavior five years later14. 
Again, this is not explicitly stated in this source, but is known only by those supplemental 
sources such as the modern biographies of Henry VIII by current Tudor scholars, provides the 
details of Henry’s reign after her became Supreme Head of the Church of England, which is 
indicative of one of the other categories of transformation, religious transformation.  
Additionally, as a meta-theme to personal transformation, the word “conscience” 
occurred so often that it was impossible to ignore as a theme consistent with sixteenth century 
religion, which could be potentially linked to personal and religious transformations. Henry 
14 The execution of Sir Thomas More and Bishop Fisher, followed by the fall of Henry’s second wife, Anne Boleyn.  
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appears to have struggled with his conscience while divorcing Katherine of Aragon (Cavendish, 
1908). As Cavendish (1908) writes in the king’s own words, “These words were so conceived 
within my scrupulous conscience, that is bred a doubtful prick within my breast, which doubt 
pricked, vexed, and troubled so my mind, and so disquieted me, that I was in great doubt of 
God’s indignation” (p. 84). Cavendish (1908) goes on to say, in reference to Henry’s conscience, 
“Thus being troubled in waves of a scrupulous conscience, and partly despair any male issue by 
her, it drave [sic] me at last to consider the estate of this realm, and the danger it stood in for lack 
of issue male to succeed me in this imperial dignity” (p. 84). This could illustrate both a major 
personal and political transformation in Henry in regards to when he started to become interested 
in the government of his realm and how he brought his personal affairs in as matters of state.  
This document also illustrates a major transition in Henry’s personal power, as the reign 
of government shifted from Wolsey to Henry. In fact, in the beginning of the document, the 
author writes of Wolsey’s ability to govern England, Cavendish (1908): 
For, whatsoever any man hath conceived in him when he lived, or since his death, thus 
much I date to be bold to say, without displeasure to any person, or of affection, that in 
my judgment I never saw this realm in better order, quietness, and obedience, that it was 
in the time of his authority and rule, nor justice better ministered with indifference. (p. 2) 
In addition, this account by Cavendish was also helpful in illustrating Henry’s personal 
transformation regarding his marital affairs. Henry appears to be getting along with Katherine 
during the early days of his divorce proceedings; but changed drastically when she did not 
succumb to his will, which would be in the late 1520s. In fact, in the beginning of the divorce 
proceedings, Henry praises Katherine, with no hint of the cruelty or distaste he later felt towards 
her. Cavendish (1908) writes: 
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‘Forasmuch,’ quoth he, ‘as the queen is gone, I will, in her absence, declare unto you all 
my lords here presently assembled, she hath been to me as true, as obedient, and 
conformable a wife as I could in my fantasy wish or desire. She hath all the virtuous 
qualities that ought to be in a woman of her dignity, or in any other of baser estate. Surely 
she is also a noble woman born, if nothing were in her, but only her conditions will well 
declare the same.’ (p. 84) 
 It is also evident in this document that Henry expected Katherine to submit to his will 
and when she did not is perhaps when Henry’s personal transformation started, snowballing into 
a religious and political transformation to come. Cavendish (1908) writes: 
Repair unto the queen at Bridewell, into her chamber, to persuade her by their wisdoms, 
advising her to surrender the whole matter unto the king’s hands by her own will and 
consent; which should be much better to her honour than to stand the trial of the law and 
be condemned, which should be much to her slander and defamation. (p. 88) 
Katherine chose not to submit to Henry and was therefore subject to his ill-treatment towards her 
in the following years, a meta-theme of cruelty, which could be linked closely to Henry’s 
personal transformation.  
Cavendish did not mention much about Mary, Henry’s daughter, or did not go into detail 
about Henry’s future wives, as the chronicle ends at Wolsey’s death in 1530. However, Cardinal 
Wolsey was Mary’s godfather, whom she appeared to have a caring relationship with him. Mary 
was only 14 years old when Wolsey died, which may have greatly affected the young princess, a 
possible catalyst for personal transformation as she watched her secure world unraveling around 
her. Cavendish stops his record of this time in Henry’s reign at the divorce proceedings from 
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Katherine of Aragon, and Henry’s secret marriage to Anne Boleyn. There is one quote in 
reference to Mary’s legitimacy and Henry’s conscience. Cavendish (1908) writes: 
And upon the resolution and determination thereof, he desired respite to advertise the 
king his master thereof, whether our daughter Mary should be legitimate, in respect of 
marriage which was sometime between the queen here, and my brother the late Prince 
Arthur. These words were so conceived within my scrupulous conscience, that it bred a 
doubtful prick within my breast. (p. 84) 
 Henry’s roles as monarch and husband really begin to merge and conflict within this 
account when he seeks to marry Anne Boleyn. He views himself as any other common person 
marrying a common woman, not for political or dynastic reasons instead of a monarch breaking 
up a twenty-year dynastic marriage in order to marry the woman he loves. This represents a 
possible theme of intrafamilial power, as Henry possesses the means to eventually succeed in his 
divorce and marry the woman of his choice, which leads to his personal transformation as a man 
and monarch.  
 
Princess Mary’s Letter to Henry VIII, June 1536 
The letter from Princess Mary to her father, Henry VIII on June 22, 1536 appears to be a 
complete and utter submission of her will and an acknowledgement of all articles and statues 
created by Henry within the new realm under new politics and a new religion. This is a clear 
example of both monarchial and intrafamilial power and rather prophetic to religious and 
political transformation that will occur during Mary’s reign. This submission to her father left 
Mary troubled and could therefore explain why she chose such an inflexible and intolerant route 
as a Catholic queen when she ascended to the throne in 1553.  
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As other accounts of this period conclude, especially in Porter’s biography of Mary, the 
summer of 1536 was the most transformational, in terms of personal transformation for Mary 
and arguably left her damaged for the rest of her life (Porter, 2007). In fact, as other accounts of 
this period reveal, Henry was seeking this submission from Mary for at least two years, perhaps 
ever since he married Anne Boleyn in the beginning of 1533, again exerting his intrafamilial and 
monarchial power.  According to Porter’s biography, Mary believed her issues with her father 
and their strained relationship would have been immediately mended upon Anne Boleyn’s death 
(Porter, 2007). However, Henry sought a full submission of his laws and statues from Mary 
before they could be reconciled, even if Anne Boleyn was no longer a wedge between father and 
daughter. 
Mary begins the letter to her father, “Most humbly prostrate before the feet of your most 
excellent majesty, your most humble, so faithful and obedient subject”, this sets the tone for the 
remainder of the letter as Mary accepts the full submission of her father’s will (1536, n.p.). She 
also acknowledges to have ‘most unkindly and unnaturally offended your most excellent 
highness, in that I have not submitted myself to your most just and virtuous laws’, unlike her 
previous letters to her father during this year (1536, n.p.). Mary does not allude to her conscience 
in this letter, which is unusual for the times and for Mary herself. It is perhaps too painful to 
address in a letter with such grave implications and suggestions as to her place in the world, 
another possible case of role conflict. There is no quote or words describing a personal 
transformation in Mary within this text; it is only her words written to her father in reference to 
this submission, which would infer a deep personal transformation in Mary. 
There were three points of Mary’s submission in this letter to Henry. She [Mary] began 
by acknowledging to have acted “unkindly and unnaturally” towards her father, referencing his 
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gracious mercy towards her (1536, n.p.). Secondly, Mary agreeing to an “open her heart” 
towards her father “in these things which I have before refused to” (1536, n.p.). Thirdly, in this 
part, the only reference to Mary’s conscience was made, she says she will “wholly commit to my 
body to your mercy and fatherly pity desiring no state, no condition, nor no manner or degree of 
living but such as your grace shall appoint unto me” again, acknowledging any offenses 
committed towards her father, the king (1536, n.p.). Overall, there is a real transformation in the 
relationship between Henry and Mary, as this document reveals their father-daughter bond, 
which was never fully restored after 1536, based on Porter’s biography of Mary (Porter, 2007). 
This shift in family dynamics is a major contributing factor to personal transformation. 
 
Letter One, Henry VIII to Anne Boleyn 
 This letter was included in this analysis because it illustrates the beginning of a personal 
transformation for Henry. He is now convinced he is in love with Anne Boleyn and is 
determined to marry her, thus he is breaking down structural constraints of his identity and 
therefore evoking an additional identity. It is through this transformation that Henry’s additional 
identities are pronounced and new roles are acquired during his political and religious 
transformations. Henry (n.d.) writes: 
On turning over in my mind the contents of your last letters, I have put myself into great 
agony, not knowing how to interpret them, whether to my disadvantage, as you show in 
some places, or to my advantage, as I understand them in some others, beseeching you 
earnestly to let me know expressly your whole mind as to the love between us two. It is 
absolutely necessary for me to obtain this answer, having been for above a whole year 
stricken with the dart of love, and not yet sure whether I shall fail of finding a place in 
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your heart and affection, which last point has prevented me for some time past from 
calling you my mistress; because, if you only love me with an ordinary love, that name is 
not suitable for you, because it denotes a singular love, which is far from common. (n.p.) 
There is also evidence of Henry’s impatience and child-like demeanor in this excerpt. He appears 
to be impatient in awaiting Anne’s answer whether or not she will be his mistress or if their love 
requires something much more, such as Queen. His wording, such as “it is absolutely necessary 
for me to obtain this answer” reveals a demanding and impatient side to Henry even in the matter 
of his personal affairs.  
 
Letter Three, Henry VIII to Anne Boleyn 
 For the same reasons the above letter was included in this study, this letter provides a 
supplemental understanding to the previous letter and again, illustrates Henry’s personal 
transformation and desire for Anne Boleyn. Henry (n.d.) writes: 
Although, my Mistress, it has not pleased you to remember the promise you made me 
when I was last with you – that is, to hear good news from you, and to have an answer to 
my last letter; yet it seems to me that it belongs to a true servant (seeing that otherwise he 
can know nothing) to intrigue the health of his mistress, and to acquit myself of the duty 
of a true servant, I send you this letter, beseeching you to apprise me of your welfare, 
which I pray to God may continue as long as I desire my own. (n.p.) 
Again, the verbiage in this letter illustrates a sense of urgency and impatience for Anne’s 
response. Although Anne never officially agreed to become Henry’s mistress (she was opting for 
Queen), Henry still referred to her as his mistress out of a sign of affection. This is in support of 
104 
 
Henry’s personal transformation, which would eventually transpire into his political and 
religious transformation. 
 
Chronicle of Calais in the reigns of Henry VII and Henry VIII by Richard Turpyn 
There is no concrete mention of Henry’s personal affairs and his divorce from Katherine 
of Aragon within this document. Instead, the entries mention ‘Katherine the Queen’ 
accompanying Henry to Calais and then in November of 1532, Anne Boleyn accompanies 
Henry, then the next year Anne is referred to in the entries as “Queen” (Nichols, 1845). Before 
she is mentioned as the Marchioness of Pembroke, which is consistent with the literature. 
Nichols (1845) states: 
Xiij of Novembar toke shipe with lady Anne Boleyne marchiones of Pembroke, who bare 
a greate rome with hym, and what she wolde have done was shortly finished ; he made 
hir Marchiones of Pembroke, and hir father ser Thomas Bolen erle of Wilshere: they 
landyd at Dovar the same daye. (p. 44) 
This excerpt was taken from a 1532 log, while in 1534, Anne’s brother, Lord Rochford is 
referred to as “the lorde Rocheforde the qwen’s brother”, exhibiting a transition from Anne as 
the Marchioness of Pembroke to Queen of England (Nichols, 1845, p. 45). Again, this could 
illustrate a possible personal transformation for Henry, as he divorced his first wife and married 
his second, elevating Anne from a common subject to a marchioness and later Queen of England 
(Denny, 2004; Meyer, 2010). 
An additional interesting reference in this chronicle was Anne’s name listed amongst 
those who attended the Field of the Cloth of Gold in 1520 (Nichols, 1845). Her name is simply 
listed as being present, no special mention at this time of her. This means that Henry could have 
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first met Anne at that time when he was aged twenty-nine years old. Anne would have been 20 
years old at this time. However, there is no mention of Henry seeking a divorce from Katherine 
of Aragon at this point; he begins to actively seek a divorce seven to eight years later.  
It is often noted that Henry was responsible for breaking up Anne and Henry Percy, 
which was recorded as occurring in 1522/1523, not many years after the Field of the Cloth of 
Gold because of an early infatuation with Anne (Denny, 2004). If this were true, it would make 
Henry either thirty-one or thirty-two at the time of the breakup of Anne and Henry Percy. 
However, Katherine of Aragon, his wife would have been thirty-seven or thirty-eight and 
according to all accounts, lost the beauty of her youth (Meyer, 2010). A six-year difference in 
one’s thirties may have been significant enough for Henry’s attention to be turned elsewhere. 
Again, even in the span of three years after the Field of the Cloth of Gold, Henry may have 
turned his attention to Anne after tiring of his older wife. However, as previously mentioned, no 
bold gestures were made until years after the Field of the Cloth of Gold. 
Another possible alternative was that Henry became infatuated with Anne around 
1526/1527 and begins to actively seek a divorce with inquiries and divorce proceedings from his 
first wife in 1528/1529. In 1520, during the Field of the Cloth of Gold, Henry was only twenty-
nine years old, which meant he might have been too young to question his future and his wife’s 
ability to conceive again. It was not until he reached his mid 30s, which is considered middle 
aged by Tudor standards that he began to question the future of the succession and whether or 
not Katherine would still be able to give him a son (Meyer, 2010). This may or may not prove 
that Anne and Henry did not fall in love at first sight; instead, it may have been a courtship or an 
idea that occurred to Henry many years later. Regardless of the reasons why Henry sought out 
Anne Boleyn, or when he first noticed her, it is important to mark this as a personal 
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transformation for Henry. As he reached his 30s, Henry appears to have looked to his future and 
the future of his succession more than ever, which became a focal point and somewhat obsession 
to him in the preceding years.  
Another record that stood out in this chronicle was during the winter of 1539, when 
Henry was forty-eight, Henry’s fourth wife the Flemish Anne of Cleves was expected to arrive in 
Calais before making her way to London in order to marry Henry (Nichols, 1845; also supported 
by Warnicke, 2000). As Nichols (1845) writes, “shall in like maner waite upon her into the 
towne, and so to her lodging, gevinge their daylie attendance there” (p. 169). There appears to be 
a lot of detail and pains on the part of his court taken to ensure a grand arrival for this diplomatic 
marriage. According to Nichols (1845): 
Item, it is ordeined that at her grace’s arrival at Dover, the duke of Suffolke, and lord 
warden of the cinque ports, with such other lords as be appointed to waite upon them, and 
the duches of Suffolke, with such other lades as be appointed to wait upon her, shall 
receive her at her landiege, and soe convay her to the castle, where her lodging shalbe 
prepared; and, gevinge their continuall attendance upon her duringe her grace’s aboode 
there, shall, at her grace’s departure from thence, conducte her to Canterbury, and so 
further till her meatinge with the kinges highness. (p. 169) 
 This would infer that Henry, although never having met his bride before, was eager and excited 
for her arrival. This indicates that Henry appears to not have entered into this marriage 
grudgingly and against his will, as some sources may infer. It is either that he became 
disillusioned with Anne when he met her, because she did not possess the characteristics he 
admires in his wives, or that Anne was repulsed by him, which is both consistent with 
Strickland’s account of their meeting (Strickland, 1868). The most likely possibility is that they 
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were both not attracted to one another, but having been both brought up as royalty and bound to 
duty, they went ahead with the marriage, only for to be dissolved six months later. If Henry’s 
temper and insecurities at this time in his life first repulsed Anne then Henry in return, may have 
rejected her due to her initial reaction to him when they first met. It would be easier for Henry to 
put her aside in an effort to save face, then having been rejected by a foreign bride in the 
European marriage market. This would be consistent with Henry’s changeable behavior and 
apparent transformation in the late 1520s, as previously theorized because this marriage occurred 
in 1539/1540. 
 
The Diary of Henry Machyn by Henry Machyn 
The only event that would be applicable for the theme of personal transformation is the 
mention of Mary’s alleged pregnancy in 1554; however, as the document reads the pregnancy 
amounted to nothing (Machyn, 1848). There is no way of telling what Mary was feeling during 
this time, as Mary herself did not write this source. Machyn (1848) writes: 
Thankes unto God of the Quen(‘s) grace qwyckenyng. The xxix day of November was 
commondyd by the byshope of London, thrughe ys dyososse, that thay shuld say the 
masse of the Holy-ghost (with) prossessyon, and to syng Te Deum, and rynging, [and to] 
pray to God to gyffe hym thankes of owr [gracious] quen of her qwyckenyng with child, 
and to pray. (pp. 76 – 77)  
 There was allegedly another phantom pregnancy in 1558, the year of Mary’s death, which was 
not evident in this text (Machyn, 1848; also supported by Porter, 2007). It may be perhaps, that 
was a private matter and was not made public at the time. Although Mary was already in the last 
year of her life in 1558, the year of her second phantom pregnancy, there may have been a 
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personal transformation within Mary to abandon plans to leave her kingdom to a Catholic heir, 
and instead, accept the terms of her father’s will and name the Protestant Elizabeth as her heir 
and successor.  
 
Original Letters and Papers, Volume 2, Series 2 
In terms of supporting literature in the case of Henry, this document reaffirms dates and 
further supports evidence of a personal transformation in the suggested years of 1528/1529, 
based on when he first met Anne Boleyn. The editor, Henry Ellis, writes of Henry’s prior 
relationship with Anne’s sister, Mary and of when Anne and Henry could have possibly first 
met, or at least when he was afforded to opportunity to start pursuing her seriously. Ellis (n.d.) 
writes: 
The precise date of Henry’s misconduct with Mary Boleyn is not preserved…Anne must 
have returned to English about or before 1526. When Mary Queen of Louis the Twelfth 
came back as a widow, Anne went into the train of Claude Queen of France the First, 
where she remained till [sic] the rupture between the two kingdoms. (p. 46) 
It was not until 1526 that Henry could have seriously noticed and then decided to pursue Anne. 
He may have noticed her at the Field of the Cloth of Gold in 1520; however, she was not back in 
his kingdom until six years later when he most likely was already disillusioned with his first 
wife, Katherine and her ability to provide England with a male heir. It is unlikely that Henry 
immediately began his personal transformation when he began his courtship with Anne.  
The personal transformation thus leading to the religious and political transformation 
most likely occurred when Henry did not receive the immediate judgment of a divorce as 
additional documents support, Henry’s personality was not patient and he often processed child-
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like characteristics when he did not receive immediate gratification. Consistent with the other 
documents, Henry began to take matters into his own hand in order to help accelerate the course 
of his divorce. This is when he began to isolate and eventually murder, close friends and family 
(cousins and wives).  
In regards to Anne Boleyn’s execution on May 19, 1536, there is one letter from an 
individual, Edmund Harvel from Venice to Dr. Starkey15 upon hearing the news of the 
execution. It appears that Harvel views the murder of this king’s spouse as a tragedy, according 
to this account, Anne was guilty and wrong for “betraying” such a “noble prince”. Ellis (n.d.) 
writes: 
The Quenis case made a grete tradedye wiche was celebrate by all mennis voices with 
admiration and grete infamy to that Woman to have betrayed that noble Prince after 
soche maner, who had exalted her so highe, and put himself to peril, not withowt 
pertrubacion of al the Wordle to cawse. But God shewid himself a rightful judge to 
discover soche high treason and inquite. But al is for the best, and I reken this to the 
Kings grete fortune that God would give him grace to se and towche with the hand what 
enemys and traytors he lyvid withal; of the wiche inconcenience his Grace is faure 
delyverid for what time ther might have folowid dommage to his Grace inestimable. (pp. 
77 – 78) 
The author of this letter is clearly supportive and showing his allegiance towards Henry and his 
actions. This sort of allegiance is consistent throughout the letters. In fact, when Anne was in 
favor with the king, someone wrote a letter chastising a subject for besmirching her name. 
Referring to her as the “moost gracious Quene his bedfelowe” (p. 44). Public opinion appears to 
15 The origin of the recipient of this letter is not clear.  
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have changed as quickly or as rapidly as Henry’s feelings towards Anne changed as he was 
continuing to experience his personal transformation.  
Additionally, this record also provided further evidence of Henry’s dislike for his fourth 
wife, Anne of Cleves. This brief marriage gives an interesting look at Henry’s role as husband 
and monarch. Based on prior evidence, he was not able to fulfill his role as a monarch and marry 
for purely dynastic and political reasons. Henry expected to be in love with his wives, much like 
a modern day marriage. When Thomas Cromwell was imprisoned in the Tower of London on 
charges of treason, he was commissioned by the King to write as evidence Henry’s distaste for 
Anne of Cleves as it would be used in his divorce proceedings (Ellis, n.d.; also supported by 
Hutchinson, 2007). Ellis (n.d) writes: 
Declaring the thinges whiche your Highnes mysliked in the Quene, at whiche tyme I 
shewyed your Grace that she often desired to speke with me but I durst not, and ye sayd 
why sholde I not, alleging that I mygst do moche good in going to her, and be playn with 
her in declaring my mynde. (p. 166) 
This quote supports the fact that Henry did not care for Anne of Cleves and also supports that 
Anne sought to speak with Thomas Cromwell regarding her marriage to the King, but Cromwell 
denied her the opportunity to have a conversation about such a matter (Elli, n.d.). This is further 
supported by the next quote regarding the Queen, Anne of Cleve’s, behavior towards Henry 
while they were married. Ellis (n.d.) writes: 
The Quene might be induced to order your Gracce plesauntlye in her behaveor towards 
yow; thinking therbye for a [for to] have hallde some fawtis amendyd to your Magestyes 
comfort. (p. 166) 
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This is evidence that Anne tried to please Henry and look out for his comfort. It is difficult to 
apply a theme in this case because there is still so much conflicting evidence as to the real nature 
of Henry’s behavior in this marriage. It appears he acted cruel towards Anne of Cleves, calling 
her a “Flanders Mare” (Hutchison, 2007; Meyer, 2010). However, it is difficult to fully 
comprehend both of these people’s (Henry and Anne of Cleves) positions in this royal marriage. 
Additionally, there appears to be some evidence of the meta-theme pride on both of their parts. 
Perhaps more because they were raised in royal protocol, or perhaps they both wanted the 
marriage to end amicably. In this case, if pride is an appropriate meta-theme then it would most 
likely fit under allegiance and therefore a component of Henry’s personal transformation that 
was still occurring in the later years of his life.  
The editor of this volume of original papers and letters offers an interesting excerpt as to 
the nature and history of Mary’s issues and the turmoil she experienced during her teenage years, 
which is theorized to be the years that Mary went through a personal transformation. Ellis (n.d.) 
writes: 
‘Queen Mary, the daughter of Henry VIII, and his Queen Catherine daughter of 
Ferdinand the Catholic, King of Arragon, is a Princess of great worth. In her youth she 
was rendered unhappy by the event of her mother’s divorce; by the ignominy and threats 
to which she was exposed after the change in religion in England, she being unwilling to 
bend to the new one; and the dangers to which she was exposed by the Duke of 
Northumberland, and the riots among the people when she ascended to the throne. (n.p.) 
This excerpt is extremely interesting because it possesses multiple layers of the reoccurring 
themes in this study. First, the mention of her “mother’s divorce” is an interesting choice of 
words. Perhaps, because Henry was married so many times, instead of her parent’s divorce, the 
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author chose to highlight the fact that was her mother’s divorce, which left Mary truly unhappy, 
not the violence of the execution of two stepmothers, or the divorce of Anne of Cleves, which 
would clearly come secondary to her own parents divorce.  
Second, the mention of “change of religion in England” thus implying a religious 
transformation, which due to the nature of the quote is embedded within Mary’s personal 
transformation. Additionally, the “ignominy and threats” implies a level of cruelty, which is a 
meta-theme in this study. In this case, it would funnel into monarchial and intrafamilial power as 
it was at the hands of her father, then it would be represented under all three themes of 
transformation, political, religious and therefore personal for Mary. The editor further goes on to 
say some characteristics he feels best represents Mary’s personality and politics, which whether 
true or not, is an interesting perspective. Ellis (n.d.) writes: 
As to the qualities of her mind, it may be said of her that she is rash, disdainful, and 
parsimonious rather than liberal. She is endowed with great humility and patience, but 
withal [sic] high spirited, courageous, and resolute; having during the whole course of her 
adversity been guiltless of any the least approach to meanness of comportment; she is, 
moreover, devout and staunch in the defense of her religion. (n.p.) 
This is another interesting and compulsory quote in understanding the personality and nature of 
Mary. Based on the author’s view of Mary, it appears that he writes some unflattering and 
intolerant aspects to her character, but then credits her with courage. It appears, Ellis blames 
much of her demeanor on the trials and tribulations she endured as a teenager, when referring to 
“the whole course of her adversity” (Ellis, n.d., n.p.). Ellis goes on to say, that she is “guiltless” 
of her “meanness” and above all, the majority of her character is rested in the “devout” and 
staunchness in “the defense of her religion.”  Therefore, in this quote, the author recognizes a 
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personal transformation within Mary crediting her with no “meanness” and blaming some of her 
intolerance on either her teenage years or her devotion to the Catholic religion. This is probably 
one of the more accurate insights into Mary’s role and her character. In this quote alone, the 
author is attempting to break down the complexities of Mary’s character and situation as Henry’s 
daughter, a devout Catholic, and the first Queen of England in her own right. This is one of the 
few quotes on Mary that does not appear biased, but instead, includes all of Mary’s character and 
recognizes the struggles she endured as a child, as a Catholic, and then as a queen ascending to 
the throne.  
 
Calendar of State Papers, Foreign series, of the reign of Mary, 1553-1558  
Edited by William Turnbull 
An interesting piece of the document and perhaps a component to Mary’s theorized last 
personal transformation in her life was the mentioning of Mary’s phantom pregnancy occurring 
in May 1555. Turnbull (1861) writes, “Queen Mary to Pope Paul IV. Informing his Holiness of 
her safe confinement of a Prince and requesting his prayers and thanksgivings” (p. 172). 
Additionally, Mary wrote to Henry II King of France, “Informing him of the birth of a child. 
(One for the forms prepared in anticipation of her Majesty’s being confined). Blanks left for the 
name of the bearer [intended to be the Viscount Fitzwalter as appears by the subsequent form] 
and the sex of the infant” (Turnbull, 1861, p. 172). This information was sent out to fellow 
sovereigns such as: Emperor Charles V, the King of Hungary and the Romans, the King of 
Bohemia, the Queen of Bohemia, the Queen Regent of Flanders, Catharine, Queen of Portugal, 
the Queen Dowager of France, and to Francisco Venieri, Doge of Venice (Turnbull, 1861). This 
may have been a personal transformation for Mary once she became queen, although the 
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majority of her personal transformation took place in her late teens, the embarrassment of 
sending out news of an impending child only to have discovered she was never pregnant most 
likely changed something within Mary (Porter, 2007).  
Her phantom pregnancy in 1555 went as far as to send a special envoy to the court of her 
father-in-law, Charles V in order to announce the birth of an heir. Turnbull (1861) writes, 
“Passport for Lord Howard of Effingham, High Admiral of England, sent as Ambassador to the 
Emperor Charles V to announce Queen Mary’s safe delivery. Sex of the infant and date left 
blank” (p. 173). On June 6, 1555, the news finally broke that Mary did not deliver a child, but 
instead, “affirmed that on the 7th of May the Queen was delivered of a mole or lump of flesh, and 
was in great peril of death” (Turnbull, 1861, p. 174). Mary may have known at this point, based 
on her age, she was thirty-nine at the time, the likelihood of her conceiving and delivering a child 
was slim, which theoretically could have caused a personal transformation or contributed to her 
overall transformation. In the preceding months, there does not appear to be any more mention of 
the Queen’s condition, which further confirms that this was most likely a source of great 
embarrassment for not only Mary and Philip, but for England.  
 
Secondary Documents (19th Century) 
Early Tudors by Rev. Morely 
The editor of this text does not specifically address the personal affairs of Henry. 
Including: his six marriages, the numerous miscarriages his wives endured (namely Katherine of 
Aragon and Anne Boleyn), the birth of his daughter, Mary, his affairs (Bessie Blount, Mary 
Boleyn, etc.) and the arguments he encountered with his ministers and his wives, which often 
resulted in death or violence. This does not easily paint a picture of how and why he justified 
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murdering his spouses and his attitude towards his eldest daughter, Mary. However, appears to 
be some sort of personal transformation in Henry, regarding his desire to remarry, which later 
leads to his cruelty, a meta-theme in this study, in the divorce proceedings with Katherine of 
Aragon during the late 1520s, perhaps specifically around 1528/1529. Morely (1906) writes, 
“Wolsey seems first to have realized the King’s intentions in 1527; and the Cardinal’s manner of 
seconding them justly earned all the misfortunes which it afterwards brought upon him” (p. 153). 
It appears at this point, when he was not immediately getting what he wanted, he regressed to a 
child and became surly towards those around him. Morely (1906) writes that in 1528, Henry 
threatened Katherine for not agreeing to the divorce, “it was threatened that her daughter should 
not be allowed to see her; and Mary’s establishment was broken up on pretence of economy, 
while Anne was brought to live at the palace” (p. 155).  
Morely also writes of Henry first noticing Anne in the early 1520s, which is consistent 
with the other texts. Morely (1906) writes: 
For from the time when the young and beautiful Anne Boleyn appeared at Court in 1522 
on her return from France, her father, Sir Thomas Boleyn, had received a shower of 
honours and profitable employment such as nothing but a strong fancy on the King’s part 
for his daughter would be enough to account for. (p. 152) 
This may have been the focal point of his alleged personal transformation, which could 
have been an aspect of his character to begin with, but was evoked by the prospect of not getting 
his way in his divorce from Katherine in order to marry Anne Boleyn. This is also consistent 
with the Chronicle of Calais at the Field of the Cloth of Gold in 1520. Henry most likely did not 
notice Anne at this celebration between England and France. Morely (1906) writes, consistent 
with other sources, “His [Henry] wife Queen Katherine had for some time been distasteful to him 
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from age and other reasons” (p. 152). This theory is further evident to the fact that his discarded 
fourth wife, Anne of Cleves, was kindly treated after his willingly agreed to the divorce, thus not 
challenging Henry’s wishes (Strickland, 1861; Warnicke, 2000). Because she dutifully submitted 
to her husband, she was fairly treated and well provided for, for the remainder of her life in 
contrast to his first wife, Katherine who died in ill health and poverty for her refusal to submit to 
the divorce (Meyer, 2010).  
Henry appears to experience a role conflict within this text, especially in regards to his 
treatment towards others. His varying degrees of tolerance are essential in depicting his 
changeable behavior and perhaps, personal conflict, leading to his personal transformation. Thus, 
this leads to his own justifications in destroying two of his spouses and browbeating his oldest 
daughter into submission in 1536. In fully recognizing his monarchial power, as king, Henry 
sought to gain full control of his court and those around him. Unfortunately, it appears while he 
realized his full monarchial power all at once, he, like a child, soon became out of control in his 
demands and in exercising his role as monarch. Henry appears to have taken the words of 
William Tyndale’s, Obedience of a Christian Man quite literally, when he interpreted Tyndale’s 
work, as kings are God’s representatives on earth and their law is God’s law. Tyndale also writes 
that the ruler is obedient to only God alone (Denny, 2004; Meyer, 2010; Weir, 2010). This 
contributes to some explanation for Henry’s transformation in the late 1520s, as this is when 
Anne Boleyn introduced him to this book as noted in this text (Meyer, 2010; Weir, 2010).  
 Henry was unusual in that he married his wives, his queen consorts, for love and not for 
diplomatic purposes (Starkey, 2011). His marriages were real marriage in that spouses fought 
and disagreed at times, often to such an extent that their relationship was beyond repair. Thus, 
like present day and modern relationships, couples terminate their marriages, as Henry did. 
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However, unlike present day, Henry was a king and a sovereign with the authority to execute 
individuals of his realm. While he chose to divorce two of his wives, Catherine of Aragon and 
Anne of Cleves, both princesses of other realms, he also chose to execute two of this other wives, 
Anne Boleyn and Katherine Howard, both of these women were his subjects so he was able to 
enact justice on them. Henry full took advantage of his monarchial power when he enacted laws 
based on his own personal life, which showed a drastic shift in his behavior and character, 
exhibiting not only a personal, but also a political transformation. Morely (1906) writes: 
For Henry’s Parliament declared at different times that those were traitors who ‘took, 
judged, or believed’ the marriages wither Katherine of Aragon or Anne of Cleves to have 
been valid, who impugned the marriage with Anne Boleyn, who called the king a heretic, 
schismatic, or usurper, who married any of the King’s family without his permission, 
who married the King himself without revealing past lapses, or who disobeyed any royal 
proclamation and then escaped from the kingdom. (pp. 232 – 233)  
These laws were solidified in the final years of Henry’s life showing a complete overhaul in his 
character and demeanor, shaping the laws of his realm to his own personal needs and life events.  
In this document, again, there is a shift in Henry’s treatment towards others when he does 
not receive the desired verdict from the divorce proceedings with Katherine of Aragon (Morely, 
1906).  
The author of this text also asks if violence, a meta-theme, is necessary to be a great 
nation, if this is true, then the violence also resonated within families and at a personal level 
(Morely, 1906). This question is answered by the author’s view that national struggles create 
great countries, which perhaps could be transferred to the notion that whatever is necessary for a 
person to persevere, they may be required to destroy family members (Morely, 1906). However, 
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the author feels that Henry was cruel, another meta-theme in this study, perhaps by his own 
nature. Morely (1906) writes of Henry’s battle in France, “It has also fostered in Henry the 
ruthlessness which his portraits alone would prove to have been natural to him, and which 
afterwards made his times of peace, like those of Alexander the Great, more dangerous to those 
about him that many battled would have been” (p. 119). During Henry’s son, Edward VI’s time, 
his maternal uncle, the Duke of Somerset found is necessary to execute his own brother, Lord 
Admiral for his offenses and for peace in the realm (Meyer, 2010). This example was set during 
Henry’s own reign, and before that, Henry’s grandfather, Edward IV, executed his own brother, 
the Duke of Clarence, for his uprising and treasonable offenses (Morely, 1906; Porter, 2007). 
Morely (1906) writes: 
Henry VI, was murdered by his uncles on the field of Tewkesbury. Thus, when Henry 
VII16 succeeded to the throne, his only rivals in the title were John de la Pole, Earl of 
Lincoln, the song of Richard III17’s sister Elizabeth (who had been declared by Richard 
heir to the throne); his brother the Earl of Suffolk; Edward Plantagenet, Earl of Warwick, 
the son of the Duke of Clarence put to death by Edward IV, his sister Margaret 
(afterwards Countess of Salisbury), and Elizabeth, the daughter of Edward IV. (p. 15) 
With these violent examples in place, Henry may have learned to solve conflict with violence as 
he fully grew into his role as monarch, which would be consistent with Morely’s negative view 
of the Tudors in this text (Morely, 1906). Perhaps viewing violent acts towards family members 
set the precedent for being able to execute two of his spouses and treating his daughter, Mary 
with cruelty and malice, which could be meta-themes to intrafamilial and monarchial power, 
under an umbrella theme of personal transformation.  There is no way of knowing a definite 
16 Henry VIII’s father and predecessor.  
17 Henry VII’s predecessor and the last Plantagenet King of England.  
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answer. Henry appears to have varied between extreme lenience and harshness towards those 
who he suspected may have betrayed him, or who in fact, did commit offenses against him and 
his realm (Morely, 1906). For example, Morely (1906) writes, “Margaret, who afterwards 
married Sir Richard Pole, and is well known as the Countess of Salisbury executed by Henry 
VIII in 1541” (p. 21). However, ten years earlier in 1530, when Henry was dealing with 
Wolsey’s alleged betrayal he did not execute him even after Wolsey’s full confession of his 
crimes. As Morely (1906) writes: 
His [Wolsey] experience of his mater induced him to submit at once, and to sign a paper 
confessing that he had vexed many of the King’s subjects by his proceedings as Legate, 
and deserved to suffer imprisonment at the royal pleasure; he accordingly prayed Henry 
to take into his hands all his temporal possessions and benefices. (p. 158) 
This does not easily set a precedent for why he became so violent in the later years of his reign. 
However, it does further perpetuate the idea that Henry’s true character appears to be complex 
and a bit of an enigma.  
 
The Queens of England by Agnes Strickland 
There were numerous references to one’s conscious in this document, which appears to 
be another underlying meta-theme during this time, perhaps a supporting theme to personal 
transformation as well as religious transformation. A reference to God and religion is also 
indicative of the times, as religion was so entwined with politics and law. Strickland (1861) 
writes of Katherine of Aragon, “Katharine was very pious, self-denying, and almost a nun in her 
performance of religious duties” (p. 367). Strickland (1861) also writes of Katherine during the 
divorce: 
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Later, he [Henry] sent a message to the queen entreating her to ‘quiet his conscience.’ 
She replied: ‘God grant my husband a quiet conscience; but I mean to abide by no 
decision expecting that of Rome. (p. 374) 
In this excerpt, there are examples of religion, God, one’s conscience, and Henry asking 
Katherine to submit to his will, an example of both intrafamilial and monarchial power as 
supporting themes to Henry’s eventual personal, religious, and political transformation. 
  Strickland mentions that in the reign of Henry VIII, chivalry was over and that the 
judicial murders of two of his wives had no precedent before (Strickland, 1861). She writes, 
“Anne Boleyn’s fate had no precedent in English history, for even in the Norman reigns of terror 
woman’s life had been held sacred, and the most merciless of Plantagenet sovereigns had been 
too many to butcher ladies” (Strickland, 1861, p. 400). The execution of Henry’s second wife is 
an interesting event because it includes the themes of personal transformation, monarchial 
power, intrafamilial power, cruelty and violence. This is also an offense to Henry, suggesting 
that Henry is not “manly” because he executed his wife. This suggestion is pertinent because it 
suggests that Henry’s role may not be entirely up to his interpretation, but instead, somewhat 
imposed on him from his own context.  She continues by saying, “But the age of chivalry was 
over, and Henry VIII was the first sovereign who sent queens and princesses to the block, 
without justice or mercy” (Strickland, 1861, p. 400). Strickland undoubtedly casts Henry in a 
devious light while instead, highlighting the virtues and beauty of all of his wives and painting 
them as victims. This is evident in the text, as Strickland (1861) writes in reference to Henry, 
“But the tyrant was bound to have everything suit himself, so he began to drawn her family to 
court by giving them important offices and advanced her father to the peerage under the title 
Viscount Rochford” (p. 383). Again, written in an age of fairy tales and romantic views of 
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Queens, this is not entirely surprising. It appears that Strickland aimed to glamorize and 
romanticize the queens of England and the court life as a tribute to Queen Victoria in the late 
nineteenth century (Himmelfarb, 1995).  
Henry does not appear to encounter a role conflict within this text; instead, he is viewed 
as a cruel individual with mean intentions; the vilification of the male sovereign in a time of 
female dominated power, meaning a female monarch was on the throne of England. Queen 
Victoria was not just a female monarch, but also a successful and popular sovereign to England 
(Weintraub, 1987). The female dominated power in this text is not something that could easily fit 
into monarchial power or intrafamilial power. While they were queens, that is a form of 
monarchial power, they were only consorts, and they derived their power through their husband, 
Henry. Intrafamilial may be more applicable in this text. His wives gained their power through 
Henry, their husband and family member, perhaps their power resonated in the fact that they 
were the king’s wife(s), therefore able to exert some will or force over their husband and the 
court.   
 
Tudor Princesses by Agnes Strickland 
Consistent with the other accounts in this study, Mary was betrothed to Charles V 
somewhere between 1522 and 1523 at either 7 or eight years old. In reference to the year 1552, 
Strickland (1868) writes, “The Emperor remained six weeks in England, he [sic] errand being to 
engage himself to Mary Tudor, the eldest daughter of Henry VIII” (p. 83).  As the record reveals, 
this betrothal was broken and Mary later married Charles’s son, Philip thirty years later, which 
was a source of great opposition and rebellion during her reign. This includes themes of betrayal, 
allegiance, monarchial power, and perhaps all of the aspects of transformation, political, 
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religious, and personal. The personal transformation was Mary ascending to the throne and 
marrying the person of her choice who had significant tie to her mother’s homeland, but with 
great consequences. Her marriage solidified her Catholic faith and aided in restoring England 
back to Catholicism by the year 1555 (Strickland, 1868; also supported by Porter, 2007). 
 
Memoirs of Henry VIII of England: With fortunes, fates, and characters of his six wives  
By Henry William Herbert 
This account was written in the mid nineteenth century and is reminiscent of Strickland’s 
work. The author begins by fully making his point clear that he believes the Tudor dynasty had a 
weak claim to the throne and Henry VII’s power and place as king of England was only 
solidified by his marriage, to Elizabeth of York, the heir to the House of York. Herbert (1855) 
writes of Henry VIII’s father, “Henry, earl of Richmond, though he had no real claim to be 
considered the heir to the house of Lancaster; which, in its turn, had no real claim to the throne 
of England, by the laws of primogeniture, or legitimate hereditary descent” (p. 18). Perhaps an 
example of monarchial power; however, according to the author, this power was suspect.  
What is most appealing and interesting about this document is the verbiage used in 
describing Henry VIII. The Herbert (1855) writes of Henry’s “absolute power of self-
gratification” and writes, “until everything that there existent in him of relatively good was 
merged in a slough [sic] of sensuality, selfishness, self-sufficiency, and disregard to all but his 
own pleasures; and he became a mere slave to his vile lusts and unbridled passions” (p. 41). The 
“absolute power of self-gratification” that the author is referring to is probably monarchial 
power, Henry was the monarch and any power he possessed was through traditional authority. 
This also exhibits the perspective of Henry’s character three hundred years after his death. The 
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author consistently refers to Henry as a “tyrant”, as Herbert (1855) writes in reference to Henry’s 
divorce proceedings from Katherine, “But now the influences have begun to affect him, which 
soon converted him into a savage and brutal tyrant, void equally of justice, gratitude or mercy” 
(p. 105). 
Interestingly, the author refers to Mary, the future Mary I, as ‘cruel’, especially when she 
rose to power, exhibiting monarchial power. Not only is Henry’s character vilified in this 
century, but perhaps also Mary’s is as well. Herbert (1855) writes: 
When we consider Mary, cold, taciturn, grave, suffering constantly from excruciating 
neurological headaches, already a severe religionist, and a learned and accurate scholar, 
who had, as yet, shown no tokens, however, of that hard-heartiness and cruelty, which 
developed in her as she rose to power, and were probably were caused by the influence of 
others over her, rather than by innate illness of disposition. (p. 254) 
This is important because the author views Mary’s reign and temperament as cruel, but clearly 
believes that she went through a personal transformation and perhaps, was heavily influenced by 
those around her in her religious and political policies, thus also resulting in religious and 
political transformations. 
Again, as with the other documents, the references to one’s conscience appears frequent 
throughout the text, especially once the divorce proceedings between Henry and Katherine 
commence, which in this instance “conscience” would be a meta-theme to Henry’s personal 
transformation during the divorce and remarriage. The primary reason Henry gives for initiating 
the divorce was that his conscience was bothered by marrying his brother’s widow (Herbert, 
1855; also supported by Meyer, 2010). This remained the main argument throughout the court 
proceedings at the parliament chambers at Black Friars. In contrast with the assumption gathered 
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from the Chronicle of Calais, the author of this document believes and writes that Henry did 
notice Anne at the Field of the Cloth of Gold, when he was twenty-nine years old and her, either 
twenty or nineteen years old (Herbert, 1855). Regardless of whether this assumption is correct, 
Henry did not actively seek a divorce from Katherine until the mid to late 1520s (Herbert, 1855). 
In addition, based on this account, Henry placed Anne in the service of Katherine of Aragon, 
which is not consistent with other records of this time (Herbert, 1855). There may be some 
inaccuracies in this author’s interpretation of the courtship and history of Henry and Anne 
Boleyn, which ultimately led to Henry’s personal transformation.  
 The author refers from the time of 1533 until Henry’s death, as the second phase of 
Henry’s character. However, he begins this chapter, with the divorce proceedings concerning 
Katherine of Aragon. The divorce proceedings did not start until 1528/1529, which is perhaps the 
beginning of the second phase of Henry’s character, based on the existing literature and the 
author’s perception of the events (Herbert, 1855). This is evident in this quote from Herbert 
(1855), “From this time forth, his domestic affairs, and his ‘secret matter18,’ completely occupied 
him”, and this was in reference to the year 1528. The author also remarks that although Henry 
allowed Wolsey’s arrest and trial based on a trumped up crime, there is little evidence to support 
that he would ever allow his onetime dear friend and minster to be executed (Herbert, 1855). 
Although Henry’s personal transformation may have been at its beginning stages, he may not 
have gone as far as to execute someone close to him as he so easily sought to do six years later 
with his wife, Anne. Regarding Henry’s declining years in failing health, Herbert (1855) writes 
“his cruelty, his insatiable thirst for blood, nothing but blood, which no claims of gratitude, no 
memories of affection, no ties of friendship, no bonds of kindred could divert, became, 
henceforth, the ruling passion, the unmistakable character of his declining years” (p. 197).  This 
18 Henry’s divorce from Katherine of Aragon. 
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inferably led him to take the cruel and violent actions that defined the later years of his reign, as 
the author describes, Henry’s ‘reign of terror’ (Herbert, 1855). Again, at the time of this 
document’s publication, Queen Victoria was at the height of her rule; no executions were taking 
place, nor beheadings or burnings. Queen Victoria represented in England, the antithesis rule to 
Henry’s reign. She was a female who was moderate and just, where Henry was a tyrannical male 
exerting his power and vengeance and on those both innocent and guilty; albeit, Queen Victoria 
reigned under a constitutional monarchy, whereas she had no direct political power thus was not 
able to order executions or enact a reign of terror (Weintraub, 1987).  Perhaps during the mid 
nineteenth century it was unfathomable to think of a monarch carrying out such brutal acts of 
violence against their subjects. It is also interesting to note that the author remarks that all the 
cruelest people in history have been cowards (Herbert, 1855). This lends a firm view into the 
author’s position on Henry’s character and actions in order to create insight to Henry’s 
transformations.  
In the portion about Anne Boleyn, the author writes that Henry perhaps grew increasingly 
tired of Anne when he felt he was forced to execute, nobles of the realm who did not accept his 
marriage to Anne and did not recognize him as Supreme Head of the Church of England 
(Herbert, 1855). According to this document, upon hearing the death of Sir Thomas More, Henry 
turned to Anne and told her it was her fault. Herbert (1855) writes, “It is reported that, when the 
news arrived of More’s execution had taken place, Henry was playing at tables with Anne, and 
that on receiving the tidings, he started up, with a ‘Thou art the cause of the death of this man,” 
left the room, shut himself up in his apartment, in great perturbation of spirit (p. 349) . The fact 
that Henry authorized the execution of his one time friend illustrates a personal transformation in 
his character, with a sub-theme of monarchial power and meta-themes of cruelty, betrayal, and 
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violence. In addition, it is significant that he blamed Anne for the cause of More’s death, which 
indicates that he was perhaps already growing weary of her (Herbert, 1855). In addition, as was 
mentioned previously, Henry possessed a child-like behavior, thus not accepting responsibilities 
for this own actions, an aspect of negative data within the analysis. This could be an additional 
explanation as to why Henry blamed Anne for More’s execution. He most likely grew to resent 
Anne for what he felt he was forced to do while married to her.  
 
Lives of the Queens of England, Vol. IV by Agnes Strickland 
This subsequent volume of Strickland’s work on the queens of England is used for this 
study primarily for the focus of Anne of Cleves rejection of Henry, utilizing the lens of Henry’s 
role as a husband, and for the relationship between Elizabeth and Mary, utilizing the lens of 
Mary’s role as sister. Henry must have found the miniature portrait of Anne of Cleves initially 
appealing for him to agree to the marriage to Anne of Cleves, at the time he was a widower for 
three years (Warnicke, 2000).  According to this text, Henry was anxiously awaiting his bride to 
be, monitoring her progress as she made her way from Germany to England (Strickland, 1868; 
also supported by Warnicke, 2000). Strickland (1868) writes, “Henry beguiled the days of 
suspense while impatiently awaiting the advent of his long-expected bride, by the executions of 
the venerable Glastonbury, the abbot of Tendring, and two others – an ominous preparation for 
the reception of a consort, whose religious opinions differed so materially than his own” (p. 297).  
Additionally, according to Strickland, Henry even made provisions before her arrival to have her 
crowned, an honor not afforded to his third wife, Jane Seymour (Strickland, 1868). The Lord 
Admiral of England wrote to Henry of his future wife’s beauty and virtues as reported by 
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Strickland in the text, “The lord admiral wrote to the king great commendations of the virtues 
and excellent beauty of his bride-elect” (Strickland, 1868, p. 296).  
Based on this text, Henry had high expectation for Anne of Cleves, hoping she would 
surpass the qualities of both Anne Boleyn and Jane Seymour. Strickland (1868) writes, 
“Expecting no doubt, that his highly praised German bride would rival the bright-eyed Boleyn, 
and the fair Seymour, and fondly thought to commence a year of love and joy by stealing a look 
at her beauty” (p. 298). This was already a difficult task because Henry had never met this 
Flemish woman and was not aware of any of her neither traits nor character (Warnicke, 2000). 
At least her two predecessors were afforded the opportunity to establish a romantic connection 
with Henry before they were married to him. Even Katherine of Aragon, though originally 
married to his brother, had opportunity in the time after Arthur’s death in 1501 to form a bond 
and relationship with Henry before they were married in 1509 (Meyer, 2010; Strickland, 1861). 
However, according to Strickland’s work, Henry was much dismayed by Anne of Cleves upon 
his first glance of her and remarked that he was never so dismayed in his life to see a woman so 
unlike what was represented to him (Strickland, 1868; also supported by Warnicke, 2000). By 
this account, it is inferred that Henry was the one who initially rejected Anne at first sight. 
However, the literature varies on this point. Some historians have noted that it was Anne who 
was taken aback by Henry’s obesity and forwardness, as he demanded to see her before her 
scheduled departure from Richmond (Herbert, 1855; also supported by Warnicke, 2000). What is 
significant in this account is that Henry, once disappointed by Anne, felt injured and misled, 
depicting himself as a victim when lends insight into his character. This may have been a blow to 
his monarchial power and perhaps intrafamilial power. Henry agreed to marry Anne of Cleves in 
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1539; this would be his fourth marriage after his personal transformation, which is theorized to 
have taken place ten years earlier (Warnicke, 2000).  
 There is also some mention in this text about the relationship between Henry and his 
daughter, Mary, which is an additional lens of this study. Strickland (1868) writes: 
Henry VIII, during the protracted discussion of the divorce, was at times extremely 
embarrassed by his affection for Mary, and her claims on his paternity. Sometimes he 
bestowed profuse caresses on her in public: at the first moment of the divorce, he gave 
out that the inquiry was made only to settle claims permanently to the succession. The 
princess, meantime, remained near her parents, in possession of the same state and 
distinction she had enjoyed since birth. (p. 485) 
This quote was in reference to the year 1528, arguably at the beginning of Henry’s personal 
transformation, which culminated with his desire to divorce Katherine of Aragon and marry 
Anne Boleyn. Strickland (1868) goes on to say, “the jealous indisposition of Henry was probably 
soon inflamed into rancor when he found, in the course of the dispute, that his daughter took part 
with her mother, and was moreover, the idol of his people” (p. 485). This was also in reference to 
the year 1528, which supports the theory that in the beginning of the divorce Henry still showed 
the same loyalty and affection towards his daughter, Mary. However, that same year, upon 
realizing that she was siding with her mother and gaining the influence of his subjects, he 
became upset with her, thus treating her differently, if not cruelly, a meta-theme in this study. 
This begins Henry’s personal transformation to the man he became later in his reign, less 
tolerable, less merciful, and somewhat paranoid. Any individual who disobeyed or disagreed 
with Henry was subject to his wrath, and apparently, in some cases, death. He showed one last 
instance of allegiance to his eldest daughter as late as 1533 when Anne Boleyn was pregnant. 
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Strickland (1868) writes, “Until some days subsequent to the birth of Elizabeth, Henry did not 
disinherit his oldest daughter, lest, if anything fatal had happened to queen [sic] Anne and her 
infant, he might be left with no legitimate offspring of any kind” (p. 490). This also supports 
Henry’s changeable nature, or perhaps, his wit in carefully articulating the parameters of his 
succession and therefore, his family. 
 
List of Prisoners in the Tower by Violet Brooke-Hunt 
This account was written in 1901, at the end of the reign of Queen Victoria. It presents 
itself as another romanticized version of events during the late medieval to the pre-modern era of 
the Tudor dynasty. It provides interesting excerpts regarding Henry and Mary’s character and 
events that took place during their reigns. For the purpose of this study, the researcher began 
with the imprisonment of Sir Thomas More, Henry’s once friend and most trusted advisor. In 
explaining the reason for More’s imprisonment, the author explains why Henry was seeking a 
divorce from his first wife and thus More’s refusal to recognize Henry as Supreme Head of the 
Church of England (Brooke-Hunt, 1901). The quote gives the reader insight into Henry’s 
changeable character. Brooke-Hunt (1901) writes: 
Henry had married Katherine of Arragon [sic], the widow of his brother Arthur; but being 
of a changeable and inconstant nature, he grew weary of her, and imagined himself to be 
greatly in love with Anne Boleyn, one of her ladies. He therefore took the line that he had 
sinned in marrying the widow of his brother, that such a marriage was not lawful, so that 
is became his duty to put away Katherine and marry Anne. (p. 104) 
Here, the author actually describes Henry’s nature as changeable and inconsistent. Perhaps he 
always possessed these qualities, as it would infer in this text and as his theorized personal 
130 
 
transformation had not yet taken place. Alternatively, with a historical perspective already 
present, the author prematurely deems his character as changeable and inconsistent, already 
knowing the actions he will take in the future, exhibiting a historical bias.  
 Additionally, regarding More’s execution, it appears from this text, Henry showed 
clemency to his old friend prior to his execution and the reason of his death lay with Anne’s 
influence. Brooke-Hunt (1901) writes in the words of Margaret Roper, More’s daughter, “And, 
indeed, it was the king’s mind to have mercy on his old servant, and tender him a qualifying 
oath, but Queen Anne by her importunate clamours [sic] did overrule his proper will, and at four 
days the full oath being again offered and rejected, father was again committed to the Tower” (p. 
107). Whether this is true or not is not clear. However, it may have been the view of More’s 
daughter blaming Anne, or perhaps this is the author’s view on the reason for More’s demise. It 
is interesting that unlike the other documents written in the time of Queen Victoria, Queen Anne 
Boleyn is not as glamorized or romanticized as presented in the other sources. In fact, she is 
blamed for much of the destruction during Henry’s reign coinciding with his personal 
transformation, which led to the religious and political transformation. Evidence of her influence 
based on this document will be cited in further quotes. However, it is clear that through Henry, 
Anne did exercise monarchial power, which is consistent with the other texts in this study.  
 Another quote, which is a telling perspective on Henry’s changeable character and 
perhaps, cruelty towards those around him, was in the chapter of Anne Boleyn’s imprisonment. 
Brooks-Hunt (1901) writes: 
No one knew better than More how little trust could be placed in the king, or how unsafe 
it was for any man or woman to rely on his friendship or favour. One day he would move 
heaven and earth to get his latest fancy, and the next day, if he so willed, that fancy 
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would be thrown aside without compunction to make room for some newer thing. For a 
time it seemed as if Anne Boleyn had obtained such a power over him that she could 
carry all before her. (p. 112) 
Again, this leads to further support of Henry’s easily changed character which some of Henry’s 
biographers believe was always present before his alleged personal transformation. It also further 
supports Anne wielding monarchial power through Henry during the height of her hold over him.  
 Additionally, in analyzing Mary’s personal transformation and the cruelty inflicted on her 
by her father, or perhaps by Anne. Brooks-Hunt writes of Mary’s experience while Anne was 
queen and exercising some level of monarchial power. Brooks-Hunt (1901) writes: 
The Princess Mary, though not actually imprisoned, was given but little freedom, treated 
with my harshness, and closely watched, while it is certain that an illness she was also 
due to poison which had been given to her in her food, and her life was probably only 
saved by the intervention of Chapuis, the Spanish ambassador, who had remained 
throughout a firm friend to her mother and herself. If ever Henry showed any signs of 
softening towards his daughter, or granting her any of the dignity which was her right, 
Queen Anne managed again to harden him, and to make the gulf still wider which 
separated father and daughter. (pp. 112 – 113) 
Some of this information is consistent with the additional texts used in this study. For one, it is 
true her father never technically imprisoned Mary, although there are consistent reports that she 
was not treated kindly while living in the household of her infant sister, Elizabeth. Second, there 
is no evidence that Mary was poisoned at that time. However, appears she suffered from ill 
health, which could have been the result of a number of things such as her parent’s divorce, her 
father’s remarriage, the birth of a much younger sibling, or perhaps the degradation of her status. 
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Lastly, it appears that Henry may have been more lenient on Mary if it were not for the constant 
encouragement of his wife, Anne to push Mary into submission. All of these factors led to 
Mary’s personal transformation and all of the texts are consistent in that Mary’s character was 
never the same after her parent’s divorce and her teenage years. 
 
Historical Fiction Piece  
Henry VIII and his court, or, Catharine Parr by Rev. H.N. Pierce 
The account, which is more of a historical fiction novel, this document was included 
within the analysis because it takes place at the very end of Henry’s reign while he is married to 
Katharine Parr, his sixth wife. This document lends an end of life perspective on a king who may 
have been further vilified during Queen Victoria’s reign. This document opens with a miserable 
and melancholy Catherine Parr. By this time, the sixth wife of Henry VIII, the author spared no 
sympathy for the ailing monarch as he consistently refers to Catharine as Henry’s “young” wife, 
mostly likely in attempt to stress her naivety and lack of power in the situation (Pierce, 1865). 
Pierce also interjects a vain and callous side of Henry, which is most likely fictional, but again 
illustrated a perception of Henry during the Victorian Era. The first two chapters are primarily 
about Catherine crying and upset because she feels helpless and powerless in her situation, 
stressing that she had no choice but to marry the king (Pierce, 1865). However, this lends insight 
into both Catherine and Henry’s characters, and perhaps the overall perception of Henry in the 
last years of his life. Although this novel is fiction, there were numerous instances where quotes 
were interesting enough and led to sufficient insight to the perception of Henry’s character 
during the mid-nineteenth century. It appears the author also posed a similar research question, 
like this study, in attempting to understand Henry’s cruelty and violence towards his family 
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members. Pierce (1865) writes, “For the King’s choler and jealousy were incalculable, and, to his 
cruelty, no punishment seemed too severe for those by whom his fancied himself to punish” (p. 
4). Pierce (1865) has Catharine saying, “Queen! It is not as much as to say, condemned to the 
scaffold and a public criminal trial? Ah Jane! A deadly tremor runs though my members…I am 
Henry the Eighth’s sixth Queen – I shall also be executed, or, loaded with disgrace, be 
repudiated” (p. 11). Catharine’s fears were not unfounded; all of her predecessors met an 
unhappy end to their marriage to Henry as he began his personal transformation, subsequently a 
religious and political transformation as well. It is clear that Henry’s personal transformation was 
already complete at this time, there is no mention of his earlier years or his golden looks. In fact, 
every mention of the king was of his awful deeds and mistreatment towards his wives. Pierce 
(1865) writes, “Yes, more than that, his love fills me with horror! His hands are dipped in blood, 
and as I saw him today in his crimson robes, I shuddered, and though how soon, and my blood 
too will dye this crimson” (p. 12). In reply, the author has Henry asking Catharine if she loves 
him; she responds she does not know (Pierce, 1865). Henry replies, “Now, by the Mother of 
God, it is the first time in my life that a woman has ever been bold enough to return to me such 
an answer! You are a bold woman, Kate, to hard it, and I praise you for it. They all tremble 
before me, Kate. All! They know that I am not intimidated by blood, and in the might of my 
royalty, I subscribe a death warrant with the same calmness of soul as a love letter” (p. 17). 
Clearly, this paints Henry in the most villainess light, depicting him as someone who could 
coolly issue a death warrant with as much ease as a love letter. This is additionally interesting 
because it depicts Henry as someone who could overlap such things as love and death without 
any thought. This again, is most likely only appropriate post personal transformation. Pierce 
(1865) further adds to this by writing, “He has only the smile of a tyrant; she said to herself. 
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With this same smile, by which he would now give expression to his love, he yesterday, perhaps, 
signed a death warrant, or will, tomorrow, witness an execution” (p. 16).  
 
Selected Biographies 
The Myth of Bloody Mary by Linda Porter 
In terms of Mary’s personal transformation from adored princess to discarded illegitimate 
daughter, the text primarily puts the blame on Anne Boleyn. Mary was essentially replaced by 
Anne in her father’s affections and then eventually, replaced by Elizabeth, Anne Boleyn’s 
daughter (Porter, 2007). Anne represented the alienation of a father and daughter relationship, 
thus creating a transformation in not only the dynamics between Henry and Mary, but also a 
transformation in the country of England as the Reformation is embraced in England. Porter 
(2007) writes of Anne’s role in Mary’s life, “Yet to her denigrators, she came to represent 
alienation – of a king from his queen, a country and its Church from the rest of Christendom, of a 
father from his daughter” (p. 50). This is accurate and consistent with the literature of this period 
and is critical in understanding Henry and Mary’s personal transformations. 
The text reveals that 1536 was also a transformational year for Mary, not just Henry. 
Porter stresses in this document all the pivotal events that occurred this year, which changed the 
princess forever. Specifically, the death of her mother, the execution of Anne Boleyn, the re-
marriage of her father to Jane Seymour, a Catholic supporter; the submission, where Mary 
agreed that her parent’s marriage was unlawful and that she is the illegitimate daughter of Henry; 
and finally, the death of her half-brother, the Duke of Richmond, Henry’s illegitimate son by his 
mistress, Bessie Blount (Porter, 2007). The submission Mary made in 1536 appears to have 
shaped her political and religious views concerning tolerance and intolerance for the rest of her 
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life, as she spoke of her conscience, similar to Henry’s consistent reference to his own 
conscience. This year was pivotal in all aspects of transformation: political, religious and 
personal. 
Additionally, the text reveals that Mary was educated to be the Princess of Wales, 
Henry’s sole heir, which she was referred to as up until 1533. Porter 2007 writes: 
Henry, with an eye for the future, thought it was time that his daughter got some practical 
experience of government. He had decided to send her off to the Welsh Marches, where 
generations of princes of Wales had gone before her to play their part in the royal family 
and to finish their education. (p. 25; also supported by Erickson, 1978) 
This formal education was pertinent to Mary’s character is important in considering the woman 
she became, as she grew older, as well as her sense of identity as she made the personal 
transformation from heir to the crown of England to illegitimate daughter of Henry VIII. 
During the analysis of this supplement source, there were many overlapping sub-themes 
and meta-themes of both cruelty and allegiance, which begins to emerge especially when Anne 
Boleyn gains monarchial power at the court of Henry VIII. Porter (2007) writes of Mary’s 
relationship with Anne, which represents cruelty towards Mary and Mary’s allegiance towards 
her mother: 
Anne had a profound effect on Mary’s relationships with her father and mother and on 
her own view of who she was. Her physical health and emotional well-being never fully 
recovered from the strain of the break-up of her parents’ marriage and the aguish that 
followed. (p. 51) 
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The two themes are complimenting one another in this relationship between Anne, Henry, Mary, 
and Katherine. There are elements of cruelty and betrayal throughout their family conflict and 
turmoil. 
 
Henry VIII: The King and his Court by Alison Weir 
This biography of Henry is unique in that it deals specifically with Henry’s life and his 
court. It is useful in the fact that is reconfirms events and versions of Henry’s character and 
alleged personal transformation and is useful because it lends a differing perspective to Henry’s 
personality. Weir (2001) writes from the start, “Yet by the time he died in 1547, he had acquired 
the reputation of a tyrant whose hands were soaked in the blood of the many he had executed – 
among them two of his six wives. Because he married so many times, he has gone down in 
history as a veritable bluebeard” (p. 1). This is consistent with the image of Henry often 
portrayed today and is especially evident in the nineteenth century text of the romanticized era of 
Queen Victoria. This is also clearly post personal transformation which is supported by the 
author’s use of words, “acquired the reputation,” meaning he did not initially have a reputation 
of a tyrant. 
 Consistent with prior accounts of the young Henry, he was extremely active with great 
energy and drive (Weir, 2001). Although, according to Weir (2001), he always possessed 
qualities unbecoming to his character. “Complacency, self-indulgence, and vanity appeared to be 
his worst sins – he was an unabashed show-off and shamelessly solicited the flattery of others. 
He was also high strung, emotional, and suggestible” (Weir, 2001, p. 5). Again, also consistent 
with the accounts provided in the primary and secondary sources of this study and also 
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interesting in arguing that these qualities were always present in Henry and perhaps the personal 
transformation was not really a change, but just an awakening these traits. 
Suspicion emerged as a reoccurring meta-theme in the other texts and is confirmed by 
Weir in this account. She writes, “Only as he grew older did the suspicions and crafty streaks in 
his nature become more pronounced; nor were his willfulness, arrogance, ruthlessness, 
selfishness, and brutality yet apparent, for they were masked by an irresistible charm and affable 
manner” (Weir, 2001, p. 5). These words to describe Henry’s character are also consistent with 
the previous texts used for analysis in this study and it is supportive in establishing a personal 
transformation. These attributes are part of Henry’s character, which perhaps led to his personal 
transformation, and ultimately in theory, led him to make some of the seemingly cruel and 
deadly decisions in the later years of his reign. Again, the author’s words are important, “only as 
he grew older,” meaning these qualities may not have been present in a young Henry. 
Weir also confirms some dates that would assist in creating a timeline for Henry’s 
personal transformation. Weir (2001) writes, “Since 1522, Henry, prompted by doubts raised by 
his confessor, John Longland, Bishop of Lincoln, has been questioning the validity of his 
marriage” (p. 241). This would be two years after the Field of the Cloth of Gold, putting Henry 
at age thirty-one and Katherine at age thirty-seven or thirty-eight, presumably passed 
childbearing years. This is also consistent with the year that Henry ordered Wolsey to break up 
the betrothal of Anne Boleyn and Henry Percy. It is unclear at that point if Henry looked to Anne 
as a future wife, or he was just attracted to her and did not want her married to someone else. 
Also, arguably at the start of Henry’s personal transformation in the mid 1520s, Weir (2001) 
writes, “Henry claimed that, by the spring of 1525, when Katherine’s periods finally ceased, 
although he occasionally shared a bed with her for form’s sake, he had stopped having sexual 
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relations with her, apparently because she had a gynecological condition that repelled him” (p. 
242). Whether this is true or not, it does confirm a year, that Henry may have begun his personal 
transformation, which led him to take the drastic measures he did in the end of his reign and life, 
both dealing with political and religious transformations.  
Again, consistent with Porter’s account of Mary’s early education, Weir (2001) writes, 
“Mary was to learn the art of government; in her case, she was to nominally preside over the 
Council of the Marches, as two Princes of Wales had done before her: Edward V and Arthur 
Tudor” (p. 251). This would confirm that at one time, Henry looked to Mary has his heir and 
educated her as if she would ascend to the throne one day. This infers that Henry did not intend 
to disinherit Mary, which would infer that he did go through some sort of change or 
transformation that altered the course of his life, Mary’s life, and essentially the political and 
religious landscape of England. Also, consistent with the other texts, in reference to Henry 
creating his own laws to suit his personal interests; it is noted that after Anne Boleyn’s 
execution, it was dangerous to make any mention of her (Weir, 2001). Henry appears to have re-
written his own history and the history of England based on his own turmoil and personal 
experiences. 
Additionally, in the previous texts, an emerging meta-theme of jealousy begins to 
reoccur. Weir confirms these aspects of Henry’s character in her account, and refers to his 
conscience, another emerging meta-theme that is often linked to personal transformation, which 
appears so often in the texts used for analysis. According to Weir (2001), “Yet the King also had 
a spectacular and unpredictable temper, and in rage could be terrifying indeed. He was also very 
jealous of his honour, both as king and as knight, and he the tenderest [sic] yet most flexible of 
consciences” (p. 6). In terms of contradiction, the author speaks of Henry’s charisma and making 
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people around him feel comfortable and at ease. However, this also could serve as evidence that 
Henry underwent a personal transformation, as these characteristics do not seem consistent as he 
began to age. According to Weir (2001): 
‘The King has a way of making every man feel that he is enjoying his special favour’ 
wrote Thomas More19. Erasmus called Henry ‘the man most full of heart.’ He would 
often put his arm around a man’s shoulder to put him at ease, although he ‘could not 
abide to have any man stare in his face when he talk with them’. (p. 6) 
If these reports are accurate, then appears that Henry went through a personal transformation, or 
perhaps the qualities later characterizing Henry’s life were not predominant in his earlier years, 
this seems to be consistent with Weir’s view of Henry.  Further evidence of Weir’s (2001) 
version of Henry’s personal transformation is illustrated below: 
Many historians have claimed that Henry grew more ruthless and bloodthirsty only as he 
got older, yet in 1510 he coolly executed his father’s hated ministers, Richard Empson 
and Edmund Dudley, in the interests of political expediency, and similarly eliminated the 
Earl of Suffolk in 1513. (pp. 23 – 24) 
This may be true, but even so, according to this and supporting information, Henry executed 
these men in the ‘interest of political expediency’ not for the same reasons he executed people, 
including two of his wives fifteen years later. Executions in the interest of the realm or for 
political reasons were standard in sixteenth century England, executing one’s spouse on trumped 
up charges of treason, adultery, and incest was not normal, even by Tudor standards, both 
examples of monarchial power. Strickland (1868) wrote of Anne’s execution, there was no 
precedent for an anointed queen sentenced to death by her husband, the king. Weir (2001) 
appears to further explain, as she writes, “It proves, however, that Henry had gained a reputation 
19 Thomas More was executed by Henry in July 1535. 
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for cruelty by the end of his life, and it is true that he did not scruple to remove – often by savage 
means – those who opposed him” (p. 24). This quote is more consistent with the image of Henry 
that the primary and secondary sources of this study reveals. Henry did eliminate, often savagely, 
those who were not obedient to his will and wishes, an example of monarchial power and the 
meta-themes of violence and cruelty. This was evident in his treatment of his wives, his 
daughter, Mary, and a number of his ministers who he thought had failed him in some 
unforgivable way.   
 Based on the previous other documents used in this study, primarily the secondary 
sources and the sources pertaining to Mary’s childhood, it appears that Henry’s reputation had 
gone through a series of ebbs and flows. He appears much glamorized and appreciated during his 
time for his religious reformation and his charismatic demeanor in connecting with his subjects, 
despite his seemingly unprecedented cruel behavior. However, during the nineteenth century, he 
appears vilified by the romantics of the age, who clearly viewed his actions with disdain, and 
then in current age, he is glorified again as a complex character with a fascinating narrative. 
According to Weir, his popularity remained the same. She writes, “Henry’s VIII’s popularity did 
not wax and wane with time, and it survived his reforms and his cruelties; his subjects generally 
revered him as a great king who had England’s interests at heart” (Weir, 2001, p. 25). This is not 
consistent with mainly the secondary sources, mostly written in the Victorian Era, when Henry 
was referred to as a “tyrant”, a “despot” and portrayed as a villain.  
In terms of Henry’s relationship with Anne Boleyn, Weir (2001) confirms that, “It is not 
known when or where the affair began, but it had been going on for some months before it 
became public knowledge; the King’s motto is the first evidence for it” (p. 257). Henry’s 
relationship with Anne is important in understanding his personal transformation because as 
141 
 
Anne was wielding her influence over Henry, the violence towards Henry’s ministers and the 
cruelty towards Mary and her mother began to transform England. Consistent with Cavendish’s 
account of Anne’s growing influence, and the decline of Wolsey’s power, Weir (2001) writes, 
“During Wolsey’s absence in France, Anne Boleyn’s influence was steadily increasing. The 
Cardinal did not know it yet, but his monopoly on power was gradually being weakened” (p. 
274). This is also consistent with the reoccurring theme of power. Weir (2001) writes: 
By November 1529, Anne was constantly at Henry’s side, acting as if she was already 
queen. She occupied the consort’s chair at feasts and wore rich gowns of purple – a 
colour [sic] reserved for royalty – which the King had given her. (p. 295) 
This is consistent with the dates that Henry began to install Anne as his consort and meant to 
replace Katherine of Aragon with her in the hopes of a male heir. However, at this point, Mary’s 
ill-treatment by her father did not yet ensue. Perhaps, Anne’s personal transformation, which 
later repelled Henry and led to her demise, was her haughtiness (Meyer, 2010). Weir (2001) 
writes, “Anne’s high-handedness was beginning to offend some of those who had hitherto 
supported her. Moreover, many people were concerned about her religious sympathies” (p. 296). 
As Anne appears to have made enemies at court, her power waned and apparently, Henry’s love 
for her did as well.  
As Henry’s divorce proceedings with Katherine continued, so did he changeable 
demeanor, which is consistent with the personal transformation theory of the late 1520s/early 
1530s. Weir (2001) writes: 
There is no doubt that the tortuous delays in resolving his nullity suit combined with 
sexual frustration, his ever-present fears about the succession, and the heady experience 
of autonomous government, were all responsible for changes in Henry’s character that 
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were becoming apparent at this time. He was growing ever more suspicious of people’s 
motives, and was so troubled about the Great Matter ‘that he does not trust any one [sic] 
alive.’ Erasmus and others were forcibly struck by his increasing resemblance to his 
father, Henry VII, in this and other aspects. (p. 302) 
This quote is consistent with the theme of personal transformation and the meta-theme suspicion, 
which appears frequently throughout the secondary and primary sources. The meta-theme of 
suspicion appears be an underlying theme in personal transformation. 
Conclusion 
 These examples of personal transformation are hard to fully understand and separate from 
the political and religious transformations that also ensued during this time. Along with the help 
from supplemental sources, these excerpts or quotes from primary and secondary records aid in 
piecing together the complicated lives of these two characters. The next chapter will focus on 
religious transformations, which also includes overlapping with personal and political 
transformations.  
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Chapter 7 
Religious Transformation 
Introduction 
 Henry’s religious transformation came about as a direct result of his accelerating personal 
transformation. It appears, based on the primary and secondary texts that Henry’s 
transformations first began with a personal transformation, his urge to end his union with 
Katherine of Aragon and re-marry to Anne Boleyn. Next, it appears he implemented a religious 
transformation in breaking with the Catholic Church and creating himself as Supreme Head of 
the Church of England, and then next, was the political transformation that would follow the new 
religious changes. Henry’s religious transformation, which is consistent in all the texts utilized 
for this study, is introduced when he is convinced that God did not grant Henry and Katherine 
any male children because he had married his brother’s widow, apparently in violation of 
Leviticus 20:21. In conjunction with Henry’s realization that his first marriage is cursed, he 
begins to fall in love with the young and sophisticated, Anne Boleyn. Anne, having spent a 
number of years at the French and Austrian courts was introduced to the Evangelical faith, which 
she then shares with Henry. Anne introduced Henry to William Tyndale’s Obedience of a 
Christian Man, which states that kings are only answerable to God and not to papal authority. 
This jumpstarts Henry’s religious transformation, when in the preceding years he breaks from the 
Catholic Church and establishes the Church of England and himself as Supreme Head. At the 
same time, he has his new Archbishop of Canterbury, Thomas Cranmer, who declared his first 
marriage to Katherine null and void and thus Henry’s second marriage to Anne Boleyn, valid. 
This begins Henry’s religious transformation as he sought to rid the church of superstition and 
corruption.  Although, Henry’s religious transformation appears to be confusing at times, there 
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were often years during his reign that he sanctioned the executions of both Protestants and 
Papists (Catholics) for their religious beliefs. Henry went about with the dissolution of the 
monasteries, which continued, from the mid 1530s until the end of his reign and into the reign of 
his son, Edward VI (Bernard, 2005).  Henry’s religious transformation also created a personal 
transformation within his daughter, Mary, as she saw her role begin to change, whereas she was 
now the child of the invalid union of Henry and Katherine of Aragon. Anne, the second and 
evangelical wife of Henry, was more of a reformer than he was and even after Anne’s judicial 
murder in 1536, Henry continued with the dissolution of the monasteries, which resulted in the 
Pilgrimage of Grace in late 1536/ early 1537, one of the largest uprisings against the crown 
during Henry’s reign (Bernard, 2005). This was an enormous task to undertake and was overseen 
by Henry’s Lord Chancellor, Thomas Cromwell (Bernard, 2005; Hutchinson, 2007). After being 
awarded the title Defender of the Faith in 1521, ten years later Henry became hostile towards the 
papacy (Bernard, 1998). This appears to be the point when Henry’s religious transformation 
began to convert into a political transformation throughout England and became what Tudor 
historians often refer to as “religious politics” (Bernard, 1998).  
In the case of Mary, Catholicism was increasingly becoming unpopular when Mary 
ascended to the throne. In 1553, when Mary reclaimed her crown after her much younger half 
brother, Edward VI died, the country was already introduced to the new faith and the 
Reformation was enacted and implemented throughout the kingdom. Upon her accession, Mary 
refused to assume the role of Supreme Head of the Church of England, a title created in the reign 
of her father, Henry, and continued in the reign of her brother. The diary of Henry Machyn and 
the foreign papers from Mary’s reign reveals it took two years after she became queen, until 
1555 to restore England back to Catholicism. Mary’s religious transformation took on two 
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phases during her life. First, was in 1536 when as Linda Porter explains was a year of change and 
transformation for Mary. Mary was forced to recognize, under threats from the Duke of Norfolk, 
one of her father’s councilors that her father was Supreme Head of the Church of England and 
the Pope had no authority in England. This was very painful for Mary as evident by the 
proceeding years of her life, which the documents reveal that either she was inactive (no record 
of her partaking in anything significant), or as Porter writes in her biography, Mary was sad; she 
felt life passing her by. At the time of her submission, Mary lost the sense of the pride she 
carried with her for three to four years alongside her mother and they fought for their positions at 
Henry’s court and in England. The 1536 submission to her father was out of the fear of violence, 
to pledge her ultimate allegiance to her father, the King of England, who exerted his monarchial 
and intrafamilial power over his daughter. At this point, although Mary was raised in the 
Catholic faith in what was a Catholic country; she appeared to have held on to her religion as a 
link to the past and to a time when she felt the safety of both her parents within a traditional 
family household. Mary’s role as dutiful daughter did not change when she agreed to her father’s 
terms; she was always Henry’s daughter, but her role within the Tudor family changed as she 
was forced to recognize her illegitimacy and the invalidity of her parent’s marriage. Mary 
appears to have further devoted herself to the religion and the Catholic cause, which became her 
vocation and crusade throughout her brother’s strictly Protestant reign and upon her accession as 
Queen of England.  
 Mary’s second religious transformation would be the transformation she implemented on 
England when she married the Catholic Philip of Spain and returned England back to Rome in 
1555. This same year coincided with the year she began the Marian persecution of the Protestant 
heretics. Although, according to most sources, including that of the current British Monarchy, 
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Mary sanctioned the executions of mostly poor and self-educated people. She also signed off on 
the executions of top ranking Protestant clergymen such as Thomas Cranmer, the archbishop 
who declared her parent’s marriage null and void twenty years earlier. Even after Cranmer’s 
recantation of the Protestant religion, she still executed the man who changed her role as 
daughter of Henry VIII and Queen Katherine of England to illegitimate daughter of Henry VIII. 
This would indicate that there was some sort of personal revenge and cruelty inflicted on the man 
who caused Mary so much distress in her late teens and early twenties.  Although, Mary viewed 
her persecutions as a punishment for those who did not recognize papal authority in England and 
therefore committed treason, there does appear to be a hint of personal vendetta towards not only 
individuals like Thomas Cranmer, the former Archbishop of Canterbury. Mary, personally had 
an issue with Protestantism because of what for what the religion represented to Mary: her 
parent’s divorce, the death of her mother, Anne Boleyn, Anne Boleyn’s influence over her father, 
Elizabeth’s growing popularity, and the loss of her role as England’s heir and princess.  
The religious transformation in England, under Mary I, appears to have been strongly 
supported and influenced by the Spanish ambassador, Simon Renard, who was also responsible 
for accusing Elizabeth of treason against her sister. This led Mary’s religious transformation to 
become an obstacle between the two sisters thus affecting their bond and relationship. Although 
there appears to be inconsistent data on whether Elizabeth and Mary were close before Mary 
became Queen, the primary sources for this study and the facts of Mary’s coronation (Elizabeth 
rode with Mary to her coronation) would support that the two sisters did enjoy each other’s 
company and were close to one another. The secondary sources, written in the reign of Queen 
Victoria appear to represent the sisters as always being bitter enemies.  The main differences that 
separated Henry VIII’s daughters were their difference in age and their religious leanings. Mary 
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was raised Catholic in a Catholic country with a Catholic mother, while Elizabeth’s mother was a 
patron of the Reformation, during the English Reformation, and therefore Elizabeth was raised in 
the reformed faith. As Mary’s religious transformation began to take a radical turn, based on the 
irrefutable evidence of Wyatt’s Rebellion, and subsequently Elizabeth’s imprisonment, Elizabeth 
became a focus for Protestant opposition, therefore putting stress on the sisters’ relationship with 
one another. The alleged cruelty of Elizabeth’s imprisonment, based on the primary documents 
and the secondary documents for this study, was either as a precautionary measure because 
Elizabeth represented a dangerous threat to Mary. According to the documents utilized for this 
study, there is no evidence that Elizabeth was treated harshly or inhumanely during her 
imprisonment, but instead, the imprisonment was necessary due to the religious and political 
threat Elizabeth posed to her sister because of Wyatt’s Rebellion in 1554.  In the documents 
written in Queen Victoria’s reign, often critical of Mary’s political and religious policies, there is 
mentioning of jealousy, but never that Mary cruelly treated Elizabeth once she was queen. 
The second wave of religious transformation for Mary as an individual and as Queen of 
England was also a political transformation for England under Mary’s rule. The implications of 
the religious transformation on politics will be explored further in the political transformation 
section of this analysis. Again, while this chapter focuses on the religious transformations during 
Mary and Henry’s lifetimes, there is also mentioning of their political and personal 
transformation, especially political, as the two so frequently overlapped during sixteenth century 
England.  
Religious Transformation: Analysis of the Documents 
Primary Sources 
Princess Elizabeth’s Letter to Mary I from the Tower, 1554 
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As with the other documents, there are numerous references to God and an allegiance to a 
higher power, which is consistent with sixteenth century Europe, religion, law, and politics were 
all viewed as one. However, the references to God are the same regardless of whether the author 
was of the Protestant faith or the Catholic faith. Elizabeth (1554) writes: 
I pray to God I may die the shamefullest [sic] death that any ever died, if I may mean any 
such thing; and to this present hour I protest before God (who shall judge my truth, 
whatsoever malice shall devise) that I never practiced, counseled, nor consented to 
anything that might be prejudicial to your person anyway or dangerous to the stat by any 
means. (n.p.) 
Mary was of the Catholic faith, while Elizabeth represented the Protestant religion. While there 
is no quote for the differences in the two faiths at the time, it is important to recognize what is 
not included in the document. There is no reference to either the Catholic or the Protestant faith, 
in which these two rival siblings represented.  
 
Princess Mary’s Letter to Henry VIII, June 1536 
In this letter, Mary acknowledges the annulment of her parents’ marriage and her own 
illegitimacy. She (1536) writes: 
I should not again offend your majesty by the denial or refusal of any such articles and 
commandments as it may please your highness to address to me, for the perfect trial of 
my heart and inward affection, for the perfect declaration of the depths of my heart. (n.p.) 
She is now no longer Henry’s heir and she is also forced to recognize her father’s new position 
and title as head of the new English church; all the very elements of her existence that she and 
her mother tries to fight against for so many years. This primarily illustrates a pivotal personal 
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and painful transformation for Mary. However, she is coerced, under pain of death, to accept 
something that will forever alter her status and role in the world of European politics. It is 
therefore also a religious transformation, as Mary is force to recognize her father as Supreme 
Head of the Church of England. She writes (1536): 
I do recognize, accept, take repute and acknowledge the king’s highness to be supreme 
head on earth, under Christ, of the church of England; and do utterly refuse the bishop of 
Rome’s pretended authority, power and jurisdiction within this realm, formerly usurped, 
according to the laws and statutes made on that behalf, and by all the king’s true subjects 
humbly received, admitted, obeyed, kept and observed. (n.p.) 
There was another document accompanying the letter, where Mary makes only three 
references to God, in contrast to her sister’s letter to her some twenty years later. Specifically 
acknowledging the king to be the imperial crown of England, acknowledging the king as 
supreme head on earth and she renounces Rome and its laws. Lastly, she acknowledges that her 
parents’ marriage was unlawful. This was a critical turning point for Mary as these issues were 
so important to her through the years of discomfort and cruelty that she and her mother suffered 
at the hands of her father, a clear illustration of both monarchial power as well as intrafamilial 
power. 
 
Letter to Princess Mary from her stepmother, Katharine Parr, 1544 
 This letter was included in this analysis because it is interesting to note that the author of 
this letter, Katharine Parr, Mary’s stepmother was a staunch Protestant, but still showed affection 
and warmth to her Catholic stepdaughter, Mary (Guy, 1988). In this letter, Katharine is writing to 
Mary to first, ask about her health, and second to inquire about the progress of a recent 
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translation Mary was working on for her stepmother. The piece of work was Erasmus’s 
Paraphrase on the Gospel of John, which if translated into English would be more consistent 
with the Protestant view of religious dogma (Parr, 1544). Katharine (1544) writes to Mary: 
Now since, as I have heard, the finishing touch (as far as the translation is concerned) is 
given by Mallet to Erasmus’s work upon John, and nought [sic] now remains but proper 
care and vigilance should be taken in revising, I entreat you to send over to me this very 
excellent and useful work, now amended by Mallet, or some of your people, that it may 
be committed to the press in due time; and farther, to signify whether you wish it to go 
forth to the world (most auspiciously) your name, or as the production of an unknown 
writer. To which work you will, in my opinion, do a real injury, if you refuse to let it go 
down to posterity under the auspices of your own name, since you have undertaken so 
much labor in accurately translating it for the great good of the public, and would have 
undertaken still greater (as is well known) is the health of your body had permitted. (n.p.) 
This is interesting because although Mary was prone to sickness, she may have feigned some sort 
of illness to perhaps, avoid finishing the translation of a religious piece based on the 
contradiction of her own beliefs. Katharine asks Mary if she wishes to publish it in her own 
name. If she chooses not to do so, it would be a shame because Mary took great labors in 
translating this piece and it would serve the public well. This is an interesting prelude to perhaps, 
the religious transformation to come in Mary’s reign, or perhaps, lends a perspective to Mary and 
her religious views whereas she may not have been such a stark Catholic to even begin or 
consider translating this piece in the first place.  
 
Chronicle of Calais in the reigns of Henry VII and Henry VIII by Richard Turpyn 
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Without the text or quotes to support a religious and political transformation, both of 
these could be inferred through what is known about that time in England. As the previous 
literature states, Anne Boleyn was of the Evangelical faith and married Henry in 1533 (Denny, 
2004; Meyer, 2010). Henry became Supreme Head of the Church of England in 1534, which is 
the year mentioned in the chronicle (Meyer, 2010; Weir, 2001). This would illustrate a religious 
transformation in England and subsequently for Henry and therefore, his daughter Mary. As 
previously mentioned in the literature and the analysis, religion overlapped with politics in Tudor 
England; one’s religion often dictated their political leanings and views. As was demonstrated in 
the case of Wolsey and in Porter’s biography on Mary, Protestants and Catholics, which are 
religious classifications, were often of opposing political views (Porter, 2007).  
 
Chronicle of Queen Jane and Two Years of Queen Mary by John G. Nichols 
The account, which was written in the time of Queen Mary, was by an unknown author 
and did not translate well. Some words were missing from the text, according to the editor John 
G. Nichols. The author appeared non-biased towards Mary and her policies, although the account 
is a bit rushed, making it seem as if Mary’s counter-reformation happened swiftly and all at once 
in contrast to Porter’s research and biography of Mary’s life. 
Mary refers to Catholicism as the “true religion”; however, in this document, there is 
little reference to Protestantism, and the word “heretic” does not appear often. This would lead to 
the assumption that in the first two years of Mary’s reign, the persecution of heretics or 
Protestants was not as aggressive as the later years of her rule (Nichols, 1850, p. 20). There were 
many references to religion, as to be expected, and again, to one’s conscience, specifically those 
accused of treason against Queen Mary. For example, when Mary appointed men to her council, 
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she referred to her conscience in the matter. Nichols (1850) writes “that I may have appoynted to 
me some learned man for the instruction and quieting of my concyence” and then ends with “and 
thus I beeseche you all to pray for me” (p. 17). She mentions her conscience and references 
religion in asking her people to pray for her. This would be consistent in a religious and perhaps 
a political transformation. Mary’s younger brother, Edward VI’s religious and political policies 
were heavily rooted in Protestantism (Skidmore, 2007). When Mary ascended to the throne, she 
clearly, according to this account looked to bring back the Catholic faith. Nichols (1850) writes: 
Note, that the [18th] daye of August ther was a proclamation set out by the quenes 
highnes, that she willed all men to brace that religion which all men knew she had long 
tyme observed, and ment, God willing, to contynue to same; willing all men to be quiet 
and not call men the names of heretyk or pa(pi)st, but eche man to live after the religyn 
he thought best untyll further order we taken concernying the same. (p 24) 
This quote was taken from the first year of Mary’s reign. It appears confusing, she is asking all 
men (and women) or her realm to brace the religion she herself observed, Catholicism. While at 
the same time, she is asking that everyone “be quiet” and not call each other a “heretic” or 
papist” (Nichols, 1850). Regardless of the wishes of Mary in terms of her subjects’ views of one 
another, this quote illustrates and supports the assumption that Mary meant to bring England 
back to Catholicism, thus creating both a religious and political transformation in England.  
 
The Diary of Henry Machyn by Henry Machyn 
This account read more like a log as opposed to a diary. Henry Machyn, a merchant in 
sixteenth century London, lived through Edward VI’s reign, Mary I’s reign, and parts of 
Elizabeth I’s reign. Perhaps because the way the document was set up, similar to a log, the 
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violence and burnings are more reoccurring and consistent as opposed to as if the document was 
in narrative form. According to Machyn, Mary immediately executed those who tried to replace 
her with Jane Grey, which is in contrast to what Porter writes in her biography of Mary and that 
of the Chronicle of Queen Jane and of Two Years of Queen Mary. The fact that Machyn refers to 
the Protestants as “heretics” would infer that he himself is a Catholic. As to be expected, religion 
comes up quite frequently in this text, as Mary’s religious transformation was implemented and 
began to transition upon her succession and finalized in 1555 (Machyn, 1848; also supported by 
Porter, 2007). Mary appears to have heard the Catholic mass every day, often with her husband 
(Machyn, 1848). Machyn (1848) writes: 
The xxj of Marche the Kyng and the Quen [went] thrugh the galare unto ther closett, 
and ther they [heard mass]; and ther was ij swords borne a-for them, on by lord Cobham, 
and the thodur (by) my lord admerall; [and from] ther closett bake to dener, boyth the 
Kyng and Quen together, and ther my lord chanseler was ther and dyver [other lords].  (p. 
129)  
This text is important in highlighting and chronicling the religious and political transformation 
enacted within Mary’s reign after the death of her Protestant brother, Edward VI. She gives 
Edward a respectable funeral upon his death. Machyn (1848) writes: 
The viij day of August was bered and nobull kyng Edward the vj, and vij yere of ys 
rayne; and at ys bere[ing was] the grettest mone mad for hym and ys deth [as ever] was 
hard or sene, boyth of all sorts of pepull, wepying and lamentying; and furst of alle whent 
a grett company of chylderyn in ther surplus, and clarkes syngyng, and then ys father(‘s) 
bedmen, and then ij harolds, and then a standard with a dragon, and then a grett nombur 
of hys servants in blake. (pp. 39 – 40) 
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Machyn appears to be content with the return to the Catholic religion as his account of the events 
that took place during this time appears to be biased. 
 
Original Letters and Papers, Volume 2, Series 2 
This source proved to be more useful in understanding Mary’s character and relationships 
than for Henry. Unfortunately, many of the original letters of the time were damaged in a fire; 
the editor of this document pieced together as much as the original source as possible. Religious 
transformation is evident in the text by a combination of what is not being said and what is being 
explicitly mentioned. In the beginning of the letters, no specific religion is referred to as the 
correct faith. However, in the late 1530s upon the examination of the Marchioness of Salisbury, 
“The Marquie hath been examined, and in effect albeit she predendeth ignorance and no 
knowledge of the person that shild reporte the tale, yet nevertheless she confesseth in substance 
the moch like words to have ben told her” (Ellis, n.d., p. 138). Thomas Cromwell, a known 
Lutheran supporter, continues to refer to Catholics as “papists.” Ellis (n.d.) writes: 
He fled the persecution of the Papists in Italy, and went to Witteberg, where he hath ben 
but a litel season; yet nevertheless he hath Lettres of commendacion from Martin Luther, 
Philip Melanchton, Creutziger, Oziander, and other learned men, and therewith som 
Lettres to my lord thearchbishop of Canturbury and to your graces chapleyn Mr. 
Thyxstyll. (p. 139) 
The mention of the word “papist” is indicative of the religious and subsequent, political change 
occurring in England during the late 1530s. Before the Reformation, everyone was a Catholic, 
the word “papist” came about to differentiate the Protestants and Catholics.  
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 In terms of Mary, the text revealed some interesting insights into her behavior, or at least, 
the editor’s view of Mary. Regarding Mary’s religious and political transformation in England, 
Ellis (n.d.) writes “her Majesty having succeeded in correcting many abuses, and regulating 
superfluities, partly by limiting and partly by entirely abolishing many tables, and taking away 
all arbitrary supplies of provisions” (n.p.). This is most likely in reference to the abuses of the 
clergy, thus creating more of a religious transformation rather than political. However, Mary 
ascended to the throne after her Protestant half-brother, Edward VI died, and thus bringing 
England back to Catholicism, she created a political transformation.   
 
Calendar of State Papers, Foreign series, of the reign of Mary, 1553-1558  
Edited by William Turnbull 
A significant aspect to the document was the provisions being made for Mary’s future 
husband, Philip, and his arrival in England. As a dutiful wife, Mary gave orders for his comfort 
upon his arrival; she also instructed that only Englishmen and not men of his own country should 
only serve Philip (Turnbull, 1861). Turnbull (1861) writes, “Articles of the Treaty of Marriage 
between Philip, Prince of Spain, and Queen Mary, providing that the Prince shall be served by 
Englishmen exclusively (p. 45). This supports the fact that Mary did not simply wish for England 
to be an extension of Spain, but wished for a husband, with apparent limited rule, who could 
provide her with an heir to succeed to the throne after her death (Turnbull, 1861; also supported 
by Porter, 2007). This would mean that the burnings of Protestants was not simply a Spanish 
policy, but Mary’s own political policies.  
In terms of a religious transformation during Mary’s reign, it could be argued that in 
Mary’s own mind, she did not exactly implement a religious transformation. Instead, Mary’s 
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mother was Catholic, her Spanish relatives were Catholic, and Mary was raised in the Catholic 
religion. Her father did not become Supreme Head of the Catholic Church until the early 1530s, 
which would already make Mary either 18 or 19 years old. Her religious foundation and 
education already characterized Mary as a woman and an individual. It was perhaps, her father, 
who orchestrated a religious transformation, which was further carried out by his son and Mary’s 
brother, Edward VI.  
 
Secondary Documents (19th Century) 
The Queens of England by Agnes Strickland 
The underlying power struggles, mainly between the two religious factions, are strongly 
evident throughout this account as the Catholics and Protestants of the court struggle for power 
in their choice of queen consort for Henry. This is especially evident in the case of Katherine 
Howard; there were already two distinct religious parties at court when she was Henry’s queen. 
Strickland (1861) writes, “She was soon to be reminded, however, for the realm had become 
divided into two parties – the Catholic and Protestant, and both were strong” (p. 424). This is 
also interesting, perhaps shedding a light on some of the Protestant/Catholic conflicts occurring 
in Britain at the time this document was written in the nineteenth century. The Henry in this 
account appears to have no qualms about murdering two of his spouses. Strickland (1861) writes, 
“The friends were condemned to death, as almost everybody was in Henry VIII’s reign who was 
brought to trial for high treason, through sometimes they were not even tried at all” (p. 399).  
The document does not mention any instance or time of personal, political, or religious 
transformation specifically, but it could be inferred that a religious transformation occurred 
during his marriage to Anne Boleyn. In the chapter on Katherine of Aragon, Henry is revealed as 
157 
 
a merry monarch who sought to please and amuse his wife (Strickland, 1861). Strickland (1861) 
writes: 
At one of the Christmas festivals the king slyly left her [Katherine] side during the 
progress of a tournament, and returned in the disguise of a knight, astonishing all the 
company with the grace and skill of his titling. The applause he received induced him to 
take part often in these exercises, and when he would present himself before his wife in 
different disguises she good-humoredly pretended to be very much mystified. (pp. 358-
359) 
 However, there is drastic shift in his portrayal when the author mentions he is tiring of 
his second wife, Anne. Strickland (1861) writes, “Henry had grown tired of her, and was 
carrying on a flirtation with the beautiful Jane Seymour, one her attendants” (p. 398). There is 
little mention of Henry’s relationship with his daughter, Mary in this text. Perhaps this document 
was written to primarily highlight the innocence and integrity of Henry’s six unfortunate wives. 
 
Tudor Princesses by Agnes Strickland 
Consistent with the other accounts in this study, Mary was betrothed to Charles V 
somewhere between 1522 and 1523 at either 7 or eight years old. In reference to the year 1522, 
Strickland (1868) writes, “The Emperor remained six weeks in England, he errand being to 
engage himself to Mary Tudor, the eldest daughter of Henry VIII” (p. 83).  The record reveals 
that this betrothal was broken and Mary later married Charles’s son, Philip, which was a source 
of great opposition and rebellion during her reign. This event includes themes of betrayal, 
allegiance, monarchial power, and perhaps all of the aspects of transformation, political, 
religious, and personal. Religious and political transformation because Mary was marrying at 
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Catholic prince and sought to re-establish the Catholic Church in England, despite drastic 
changes of the Protestant Reformation her brother had made during his short six-year reign 
(Skidmore, 2007). Betrayal and allegiance are re-occurring sub-themes because many rejoiced in 
Mary ascending to the throne; there were instances of betrayal by those who wanted to see a 
Protestant on the throne of England. After the removal of her cousin, Jane Grey as queen, Mary 
showed clemency and mercy for her cousin’s usurpation, as she was well aware of the 
complicacies of Tudor politics and knew that Jane was merely used as a puppet in a bigger 
scheme (Strickland, 1868). However, under the guidance and urgency of the imperial 
ambassador, Simon Renard and the bishop of Winchester, Stephen Gardiner, and Mary 
eventually sentenced Jane to death under the guidelines of treason for stealing her throne 
(Strickland, 1868; also supported by Porter, 2007). Although this is viewed as harsh by twenty-
first century standards, the execution of a seventeen-year-old girl, this practice was consistent 
with the politics and law of Tudor England in the mid sixteenth century (Hicks, 1992). 
 
Memoirs of Henry VIII of England: With fortunes, fates, and characters of his six wives  
By Henry William Herbert 
Perhaps the author, Herbert is viewing Mary through the same lens as her father, Henry. 
This author appears to view both of these monarchs as cruel and intolerant once they ascended to 
the throne (Herbert, 1855). Mary is a different story because she was only queen of England for 
five years and ascended to the throne a thirty-eight year old woman, twenty years older than 
Henry when he became king. The author also accuses Mary of attempting to turn England into 
Spain through her marriage to Philip and transforming the religion in England back to Rome 
(Herbert, 1855). Herbert (1855) writes, “The inauspicious marriage of the latter princess to Philip 
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of Spain, a union which entailed misery on her country, infamy and detestation to her name” (p. 
410). Again, this would support both a political and religious transformation, as her union 
changed England and according to this author heaved “misery on her country.” This is not 
entirely true, but her marriage was met with detest and her name was blackened because of her 
personal, religious and political choices.  
Again, another important aspect to this record is the political and religious struggle, 
which was consistent throughout Henry’s reign. Herbert (1855) writes, “From the beginning to 
the close of Henry’s reign, it was a struggle between these parties, and also between Romanists 
and Reformers on the continent, which should possess the king’s ear, by means of his wife” (p. 
367). This would illustrate the religious and political power struggle during sixteenth century 
England thus leading to both a political and religious transformation under Henry VIII.   
 
List of Prisoners in the Tower by Violet Brooke-Hunt 
An interesting excerpt from the text revealed a poem that somewhat captures the people 
of England’s view on Mary ascending to the throne. Brooks – Hunt (1901) writes: 
‘Although I love not the religion which is all her life Queen Mary hath professed, Yet in 
my mind that wicked notion, Right heir for to displace, I do detest!’ (n.p.) 
This is interesting because it obviously illustrates a religious transformation in England. It 
mentions the religion Mary all her life professed. Although the author of this poem is clearly not 
a Catholic, however, he or she recognizes that Mary is the rightful heir of the throne.  
 Mary’s religious and political transformation had a lasting impact on the people of 
England. Although they pledged their allegiance to the next in line to the throne, they do not 
appear to have agreed or readily accepted her counter-Reformation of the Catholic religion 
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(Brooks-Hunt, 1901). In the recent years there has been much effort made to understand Mary’s 
regime and the drastic measures it took in its persecution of the Protestants. However, the 
memory of the cruelty and violence attributed to the religious and political transformation during 
her short rule appears to be a lasting effect on people’s mind. Brooks-Hunt (1901) writes: 
Mary only reigned five years, and long before those years had elapsed the country hated 
her with a hatred beyond all words. She only died in time to prevent a general rebellion, 
and her death was hailed with the ringing of joy bells, the thanksgivings of her people, 
and widespread rejoicing. Those five years had been a terrible record of cruelty and 
persecution, carried out by the queen in a spirit of relentless determination to uphold the 
Catholic faith, which was to her the most vital object of existence. (p. 166) 
While appearing harsh, this could have been written with a historical perspective in a time when 
the current queen, Queen Victoria, was immensely popular. In fact, there appears to have been 
many direct contrasts in Mary’s reign as Victoria experienced domestic bliss with her husband, 
Albert, and the country of England flourished (Vallone, 2002). As a contrasting example in order 
to help explain the point of the view of the author, writing the time of Queen Victoria, about 
Mary’s reign, Vallone (2002) writes, “During the twenty-year period of Victoria’s domestic 
happiness with Albert, Britain was generally peaceful and increasingly prosperous at home” (p. 
4). Shown in the next quote from this archive, Victoria’s situation and rule appeared to be the 
antithesis of Mary’s reign. While Mary’s husband Philip was allegedly absent much of the time 
and they were never able to conceive children, Victoria, in contrast, produced nine children with 
Albert (Woodham-Smith, 1972). Adding further insult to injury in comparing the two reigns, 
Vallone (2002) goes on to say, “The royal family thus stood as a model at the  head of a self-
satisfied nation that downplayed internal tensions, while external conflict was used as 
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propaganda to underscore Britain’s imperialist ideology of national superiority” (p. 5). Again, as 
will be described in the following quotes, which highlight significant events in Mary’s reign, 
Queen Victoria’s rule was in direct contrast and was received much differently by her people 
than Mary. This is evident in the author’s perception of Mary in this text. According to this text, 
John Foxe, a English historian and martyrologist wrote, “‘Thus she [Mary] died in whose reign 
so many men, women, and children were burned, many imprisoned and starved, divers [sic] 
exiled, some spoiled of goods and processions, a great number driven from house and home. So 
many weeping eyes, of many sobbing hearts, so many vexed in conscience , so many children 
fatherless, as shall be left in story for a perpetual memorial or epitaph for all kings and queens 
which shall succeed her’” (Brooks-Hunt, 1901, p. 173). John Foxe was devout to the Protestant 
cause so his interpretation of Mary’s reign is most likely exaggerated. What appears consistent 
throughout the texts is Mary’s conviction that the Catholic religion was the right choice for 
England and it was her vocation as queen to undo her father and brother’s Reformation.  
Brooks-Hunt (1901) writes of Mary, “So, hardening her heart as a woman, blindly 
shutting her eyes to all but a bigoted belief in her own form of religion, she carried on 
unshrinkingly [sic] her work of persecution, form which even her advisers would oftentimes 
have held her back” (p. 167). This statement appears in contrast to the already analyzed texts and 
to what Brooks-Hunt stated earlier, that her advisers led much of the political and religious 
transformation during her reign (1901). Additionally, it could offer some insight into her role 
conflict between a monarch and woman in the sixteenth century. Although this account of Mary 
is so convoluted and unsupported by additional evidence that it is difficult to determine the facts 
due to the inclusion of unfounded stereotypes and myths regarding Mary’s character. In addition, 
Brooks-Hunt paints Mary as a monster, as Brooks-Hunt (1901) writes, “The merest pretext was 
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sufficient excuse for cruelty” (p. 167). This meta-theme of cruelty, if accurate, would be an 
element of monarchial power and thus a meta-theme and sub-theme for political and religious 
transformation. 
 Another example of political and religious transformation with sub-themes of allegiance 
and betrayal from this account is Mary’s reintroduction of the Catholic religion and the uprisings 
that followed in the months to come. According to Brooks-Hunt (1901): 
But from the moment when Mary made it known that she intended to re-introduce the 
Roman Catholic form of religion, the Protestants became alarmed and their thoughts at 
once turned to Elizabeth, who was known never to attend Mass, as their hope of 
deliverance from this new danger. The air became full of ominous reports and plots, 
though to her honour be it said that Elizabeth behave with entire loyalty to her sister. (p. 
149) 
Again, this excerpt exhibits the author’s obvious bias towards Elizabeth and perhaps even to 
Elizabeth’s cause and the Protestant faith. It also appears to alleviate Elizabeth from any blame 
in the plots, which is not completely consistent with the other texts (Brooks-Hunt, 1901). The 
other texts used in this study do not necessarily implicate Elizabeth as a traitor, but they do 
allude to some level of involvement, even if it were just the receiving of a letter of intent by 
Wyatt and a verbal “thank you” as a response (Machyn, 1848, also supported by Porter, 2007). 
However, the pressure Mary’s councilors, especially the Spanish ambassador, Renard, put on her 
regarding Elizabeth’s treatment is another key factor in Mary and Elizabeth’s relationship. 
Brooks-Hunt (1901) writes, “Renard was determined that Elizabeth should be drawn into the 
web he was weaving, and Mary, already suspicious and jealous, was only too willing that her 
sister should be found out in some act of treachery” (p. 154). Perhaps some of this is true, 
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although there is no way of knowing with complete certainty. It is possible, as mentioned earlier, 
that Mary did exhibit some feelings of jealousy towards her much younger and popular sister. It 
is also true that Mary hesitated when acting against Elizabeth. Although, the true feelings and 
emotions that passed between these two sisters will never be known by researchers.  
 
Historical Fiction Piece 
Henry VIII and his court, or, Catharine Parr by Rev. H.N. Pierce 
Although a work of historical fiction, this document was included in this study because 
there were strong references to the religious transformation that took place in England prior to 
the Protestant Catharine Parr becoming queen. Pierce (1865) writes, “The burning of Christian 
martyrs and inspired virgins was, under the reign of the Christian King Henry, such a usual and 
every day [sic] occurrence that is could afford a piquant entertainment neither to the Court nor to 
himself” (p. 10). When Henry allowed Anne Askew to be tortured because she was suspected of 
being a heretic, the author writes that Henry responds with, “No, I do not call myself King by 
God’s grace. I call myself King by God’s wrath! exclaimed Henry, as he raised his arm 
menacingly” (Pierce, 1865, p. 26).  This is interesting because it illustrates Henry justifying 
himself for having a woman tortured and then eventually burned at the stake for alleged heretical 
views (Pierce, 1865). The fact that Henry allowed this to ensue at the end of his reign depicts not 
only a personal transformation within the monarch, but also a religious transformation. It 
appears, as Supreme Head of the Church of England, Henry decided it was his calling or duty to 
punish those whom he suspected of being heretics. In addition, there is information on the 
differing religious factions at court and how they rivaled for the King’s attention based on the 
Queen’s religious preferences. Pierce (1865) writes, “So, shall we overcome Catharine Parr, as 
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we overcame Catharine Howard. To the block with the heretic. We found means of bringing 
Catharine Howard to the scaffold; you, Lady Jane, must find the means of leading Catharine Parr 
the same way” (p. 8). There is no evidence that it was the opposing religious faction who brought 
about Catharine Howard’s fall and execution.  
 
Selected Biographies 
The Myth of Bloody Mary by Linda Porter  
The text dives deep into the power struggle not just on a personal level, between Mary 
and Anne, but also Anne and Henry, and lastly Henry and Mary, which eventually becomes 
religious. Porter (2007) writes of the power struggles between Katherine and Anne, “Katherine 
was clinging to an illusion, but Anne’s power was in the ascendency. She had no qualms about 
using it to defeat the queen and to deny the young princess of her birthright” (p. 68). Anne was a 
strong supporter of the English Reformation, a religious and political transformation, thus 
bringing with her fellow supporters causing conflict amongst the court. The personal power 
struggle leading to the religious power struggles is namely part of the Tudor family politics, 
which continues after Henry’s death and into the reigns of his three children who all differed in 
their political and religious views (Porter, 2007; also supported by Meyer, 2010).  
An additional and important aspect to the text the author points out is that Henry used 
religion as an excuse to break with Katherine of Aragon, while Mary used religion as a way of 
mending her country (Porter, 2007). Mary’s relationship with her sister, Elizabeth, appears to be 
a complicated one, which is revealed in the text. Mary appears to be a maternal figure to 
Elizabeth, especially when Anne Boleyn was executed (Porter, 2007). However, as Elizabeth 
grows older and no longer needs Mary, the document reveals that there is a shift in their 
165 
 
relationship, exhibiting perhaps a personal transformation for both women (Porter, 2007). This 
also contributed to the fact that Mary remains a staunch Catholic throughout her life, while 
Elizabeth was educated in the Protestant faith; their relationships became strained under Mary’s 
political and religious transformation once she ascends to the throne (Porter, 2007; also 
supported by Ronald, 2012).  
Mary’s identity through the Catholic religion, combined with the fact that Elizabeth is her 
heir, as per their father’s will, makes Elizabeth Mary’s natural enemy, again, highlighting the 
meta-theme of jealousy. The text reveals that Elizabeth was primarily responsible for the 
unpredictable and often tumultuous relationship the sisters endured throughout Mary’s reign. 
Porter (2007) writes: 
But there were undercurrents between sisters, tensions not yet acknowledged openly but 
also not far below the surface. The clever little sister that Mary loved as a child was gone, 
replaced by a woman she did not really know. At 20 years old, Elizabeth was in full 
bloom. Her adult presence – and she had plenty of it – disturbed Mary. (p. 217) 
Porter (2007) writes that Elizabeth was resistant and difficult during times of struggle, as well as 
remaining a consistent threat to Mary. Again, an emergence of the sub-theme betrayal occurs 
quite often throughout the text, mostly on the part of Elizabeth. The text also reveals meta-
themes of jealousy and pride between the sisters, contributing to their inability to get along as 
well as they did when they were younger. Porter (2007) writes: 
It has been suggested that, in the difficult relationship between Elizabeth and Mary, 
Elizabeth held all the cards and that Mary was actually the victim. But while it is true that 
Elizabeth’s lands and men, as well as her natural rapport with the populace, gave her a 
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great deal of power, there can be no doubt that Mary, as queen, could have destroyed her 
if she had ever fully hardened her heart. (p. 303) 
Their complicated relationship appears maligned over time. Porter (2007) writes of Elizabeth’s 
allies’ views on the situation, “Elizabeth and those around her considered she has been 
grievously treated” (p. 349). It is possible that in Elizabeth’s reign, her supporters vilified Mary 
for what they perceived as unfair and cruel treatment, therefore further blackening her name and 
reputation.  
The relationship between Mary and her husband, Philip, the Catholic prince, is another 
complicated matter. The text reveals constant instances of both the sub-themes of allegiance and 
betrayal during Mary and Philip’s marriage negotiations, perhaps contributing to Mary’s possible 
personal transformation while even on the throne. These patterns continued throughout their 
four-year marriage (Porter, 2007). The text reveals that Philip appeared incapable of loving Mary 
as a wife, which could show an element of betrayal (Porter, 2007). Porter (2007) writes: 
The prolonged engagement, if it can be called that, cannot have done much for Mary’s 
confidence.  There had been rumors that this virtuous prince was not the paragon that 
Renard had claimed. Mary could dismiss as malicious the gossip that he was the father of 
a growing brood of illegitimate children, but a letter from him would have greatly raised 
her spirits. (p. 310) 
 The author notes that the people of England had difficulties connecting with Mary, unlike 
her father and sister, which may have contributed to her unmemorable reign as England’s first 
queen regnant (Porter, 2007; also supported by Renard, 2012). This could explain why her 
religious policies and eventual religious transformation of England, which was often violent and 
harsh, were viewed unfavorably despite the fact that her sister and father sentenced just as many 
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people to death during their reigns as she did (Porter, 2007; also supported by Bernard, 2005; 
Erickson, 1983. However, Mary sought religious change in a violent and cruel way (Porter, 
2007). The author writes that of Mary’s religious policies being not as complicated and brutal as 
they are depicted (Porter, 2007). Porter (2007) writes, “It is for her religious policy that she is 
now chiefly remembered, yet she was no theologian” (p. 350). In sixteenth century England, 
there was no such thing as religious tolerance, so Mary’s policy to execute, or burn those heretics 
who did not follow her religious law was not unusual for the time (Porter, 2007; also supported 
by DeLisle, 2013). The violence during her short reign was therefore vilified in the reigns of her 
sister, Elizabeth and then in the reign of James I (Porter, 2007). Porter (2007) supports this by 
saying, “It is unlikely that the queen’s thoughts struck any particular note of alarm, or 
repugnance, in her councilors when they read them” (p. 351). The author attempted to explain 
some of Mary’s religious policies, within the text. As it appears, there were some themes and 
concepts of contradiction, doubt, and violence, which would be consistent with the period, as 
suspicion and dissension were common themes in Tudor England.  Porter (2007) writes, “Mary’s 
confidence that the word of God, in the mouth of good Catholic priests, would overcome 
misleading interpretations of Protestant reformers was great”, and she goes on to say, “Her 
[Mary’s] ideas do not sound like those of a zealot with a programme [sic] for mass extermination 
of religious opponents. Yet they take for granted the assumption that heretics will burn, as had 
always been their fate throughout the centuries” (p. 351). It would be unfair to base Mary’s 
treatment towards Elizabeth on her misunderstood and sixteenth century image of what the 
religious landscape of English should look like. There appears to be no concrete explanation on 
how and why the religious persecutions, and eventual transformation, of Mary’s reign reached 
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the numbers that they did. Alternatively, perhaps the magnitude of her policy has been 
exaggerated or maligned through time.   
 While religion appears an obvious theme for the texts of this era, religious transformation 
is further divided into sub categories regarding when and how religion is used and manipulated 
as these individuals create and define these roles and how their roles create personal conflicts. 
Henry used religion as part of his personal transformation, which catered to his growing ego and 
his desire to marry Anne Boleyn. Mary used religion as a means to bring back the happiness she 
enjoyed during her early childhood when her parents were still married. However, in the case of 
Mary, her religious counter-reformation appears to have hurt her more than restore her back to 
happier days. Religion, as a major theme represents religious transformation and often, 
subsequently, political transformation as it remained a constant source of both comfort and threat 
to Mary.  
 
Henry VIII: The King and his Court by Alison Weir 
According to Weir (2001), “Henry’s virtuous conviction that he alone was right was 
making him supremely egotistical and sanctimonious: Luther had aptly commented, ‘Squire 
Harry will be God, and do so as he pleases!’” (p. 302). This comment by Luther is perhaps 
prophetic to events later to come in his reign. However, this egotistical view of his powers and 
himself may not have been primarily rooted in his own vanity. The author writes of the King’s 
monarchial power, “A king was entitled to expect the same devotion and obedience from his 
people’s as he himself rendered to God, for there was a presumption that the King’s law was 
God’s law” (Weir, 2001, p. 21). Henry perhaps interpreted this quite literally once he took 
169 
 
matters of his divorce into his own hand and proclaimed himself Supreme Head of the Church of 
England, monarchial power and religious/political transformation.  
In order to achieve his personal wishes, Henry used religion as a means to legitimize his 
marriage with Anne Boleyn. In addition to creating his own church and he head of the church, 
Henry created Anne as a symbol of the Reformation, a religious transformation for England. 
Weir (2001) writes, “In order to justify his marriage, Henry would use religion, art, and every 
aspect of his culture to exact Anne’s image and emphasize the legitimacy of her title” (p. 330). 
Weir (2001) goes on to say, “Next to the King, she was the greatest fount of patronage in the 
kingdom, and she would zealously utilize her influence to promote the King’s religious policies 
and the cause of the reform” (p. 330). Thus, the English Reformation was therefore also the King 
and England’s personal and political transformation.  
Conclusion 
 Inevitably, religious transformation in Tudor England heavily overlapped with political 
transformation. In the case of Henry, his religious transformation often overlapped with his 
personal transformation, which created a three-fold paradox in understanding Henry’s overall 
transformation, which ultimately led to the violence and cruelty that he is often associated with 
and remembered for regarding the treatment of his family members and those who dared to get 
close to him. The next chapter will focus on the political transformations of Henry and Mary 
while repeating some critical quotes, which overlapped with more than one category of 
transformation, which further complicates those enigmatic characters of Henry Tudor and Mary 
Tudor. 
  
170 
 
Chapter 8 
Political Transformation 
Introduction 
 Henry’s political transformation, or rather the political transformation that ensued during 
Henry’s reign, which led to high levels of violence was a result of a succession of 
transformations. As stated in the earlier chapters, the political transformation came after Henry’s 
personal transformation and religious transformation, which affected England as a country. As 
was mentioned numerous times throughout this study, religion was political during sixteenth 
century England and Henry’s reign was no different. Tudor historian, G.W. Bernard refers to 
Henry’s policies as “religious politics” or “religious policy” (Bernard, 1998). In fact, Bernard 
argues that Henry’s politics, especially in terms of religion was consistent and did not sway by 
either Anne Boleyn or the Catholic faction at court, but instead, were completely of his own 
ideas and devises (Bernard, 1998). Henry’s political policies, which for the purpose of this study, 
primarily overlap with religion, begin to transform when he seeks a middle ground between the 
reformed religion and the Catholic faith thus why Henry’s political transformation is a result of 
his personal and religious transformations.  
Henrician politics were not unpopular during his time; scholars believe the political 
changes and transformations of Henry’s reign have shaped modern British politics (Lewycky, 
2009). Lewycky (2009) writes, “Just as England was embarking on a religious revolution in 
which the domestic church was rendered wholly subordinate to the crown, so it was undergoing a 
dramatic transformation in the method and manner of its governance” (n.p.). Lewycky also 
supports that political and religious transformation was so intertwined that the two became fluid 
within one another during sixteenth century England, especially under Henry VIII. Lewycky 
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(2009) writes, “Like religion and politics in the sixteenth century, the historiography on these 
themes is connected to such a degree that they both move in the same direction, influenced by 
similar trends of historical thought and theoretical contributions from other social sciences and 
humanities” (n.p.). The result of Henry’s religious transformation in England was the political 
transformation, which subsequently affected his daughter Mary as she sought to ally herself with 
the Catholic faction at court.  
Court politics, as opposed to national politics, is more applicable in this study when 
looking at the political transformation under Henry. His choice of wives swayed and created 
influence amongst the differing political (religious) factions at court. In contrast to Bernard’s 
theory on Henry’s religious policies, Henry’s marital history changes from consort to consort 
over the course of his reign. For example, Katherine of Aragon was Catholic, Anne Boleyn was a 
Reformer, Jane Seymour was a Catholic, Anne of Cleves was a Protestant, Katherine Howard 
represented the Catholic faction, and finally his last wife, Katherine Parr was a staunch 
Protestant. If Henry’s political views or policies did not sway during the course of his six 
marriages, then he preferred no religion or faction to the other. The documents used for this 
study focuses or illustrates the power struggle amongst the Protestants and Catholics at Henry’s 
court which set the stage for Protestants vs. Catholics in his children’s reigns and certainly 
throughout history. 
The political transformation that ensued under Mary’s rule was light if at all present. 
Even more so than Henry, Mary’s political transformation was more of a result of the religious 
transformation and counter-reformation after she ascended to the throne in 1553.  However, for 
the purpose of this study, based on the primary research question, Mary’s political 
transformation will focus on her tactics in dealing with Elizabeth, a Protestant rival for the 
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throne, Mary’s policies in international relations, especially with Protestant countries, and lastly, 
how Mary was affected during her father’s political transformation.  
Based on the documents used in this study, and in direct relation to the research question, 
there is no evidence that Elizabeth was ever treated inhumanely by the Queen, Mary, her sister. 
Based on the documents, Elizabeth was imprisoned for suspected involvement with Wyatt’s 
Rebellion in 1554, as a focus of Protestant opposition; she was a rival to Mary representing the 
other political party in England, the Protestants. While imprisoned, Elizabeth was questioned 
regarding her involvement for suspected treason, although there was no evidence against her in 
order to keep her in the Tower of London, or sentence her to death. Elizabeth was therefore 
released and put under house arrest for further monitoring her actions. This was not unusual for 
the time, especially when a political threat was at stake. Elizabeth was questioned, initially she 
was permitted to write a letter to her sister pleading her innocence and showing her allegiance, 
and once the threat had died down, she was even allowed to join her sister at court for various 
occasions. This was a political move implemented by Mary in order to safeguard her throne. 
However, Elizabeth’s enemies at court, especially those of the Catholic faction, urged Mary to 
take stronger measures against Elizabeth. Although for whatever reason, most likely due to the 
affection Mary still held for her younger sister she was not charged with any crime and she was 
permitted to leave the Tower and reside on her own under careful watch.  
Another interesting discovery during Mary’s reign was revealed in Mary’s foreign papers 
during her five-year reign. Anne of Cleves, Mary’s former stepmother, was still living in 
England after her divorce from Henry. Anne was from a Protestant country and held Protestant 
beliefs. However, Mary remained close to her former stepmother and gave her a place of honor 
during state occasions. Additionally, there were numerous correspondences to Anne’s brother, 
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the Duke of Cleves and his wife, during Mary’s reign. The correspondences proved to be both 
political and of personal nature regarding Anne’s well being in England and also exhibiting their 
support for Mary’s rule, an interesting paradox for a staunchly Protestant leader to be supportive 
of a staunch Catholic monarch, especially one who sought to execute so many people for their 
Protestant beliefs. Based on this information, it may be implied that Mary did not dislike every 
Protestant she encountered, but perhaps, held a personal animosity towards the religion because 
of the threat is posed to her and because of the humiliation and cruelty her and her mother 
endured during the years of the English Reformation. This paradox is crucial to understanding 
Mary’s character and will be further explored in the final data analysis and findings chapter of 
this study. 
Lastly, Mary also encountered a political transformation during the years of her father’s 
reign. As the Protestant religion or the Reformation swept through Europe, factions began to 
emerge amongst her father’s court causing it to be a dangerous place where people often 
betrayed one another for the sake of politics. For the bulk of Mary’s childhood, she did not have 
to choose between any sides, she was a princess being raised in a Catholic country with Catholic 
monarchs as parents. However, once Anne Boleyn and the rest of the reformers had gained 
power at Henry’s court, Anne especially with her own form of monarchial power, factions began 
to arise with Mary being the focus of the Catholic opposition to the new religion. In fact, Porter 
partially credits Mary with Anne Boleyn’s fall due what Mary represented at her father’s court. 
Twenty years later, when Mary became Queen of England, she recognized the same threat in 
Anne’s daughter, her sister, Elizabeth. Mary knew the politics of court life and knew Elizabeth 
presented a danger to her and her throne, especially with Wyatt’s Rebellion and the vast number 
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of Protestants living in England at the time. Again, this concept will be further explored in the 
final findings chapter of this study. 
Political Transformation: Analysis of the Documents 
Primary Sources 
The Life and Death of Cardinal Wolsey by George Cavendish 
This record reads like a personal journal and is extremely detail oriented as reoccurring 
themes continue to arise such as the meta-themes of suspicion, betrayal, and allegiance, which 
could fall under the sub-theme of monarchial power in the case of Henry, Wolsey, and 
eventually Anne as she enters the picture. The word “power” reoccurs so often in this text that it 
is impossible to ignore as a major theme during Wolsey’s struggles. However, the use of the 
word would most likely fall under monarchial power, as Anne exercised monarchial power, and 
therefore an element of political transformation via Henry as she rose from mistress to Queen. 
Wolsey’s enemies, the rising Boleyn faction and the Duke of Suffolk, the Duke of Norfolk, and 
Anne Boleyn’s father, Lord Rochford20 (later the Earl of Wiltshire), plotted his fall from grace. 
Cavendish supports this by saying, “with that stept [sic] forth the Duke of Suffolk from the king, 
and by his commandment spake [sic] these words, with a stout and halt countenance, ‘it was 
never’ quoth he, ‘merry in England, whilst we had cardinals among us;’ which words were set 
forth both with such vehement countenance, that all men marveled what he intended; to whom 
no man made answer” (p. 91. This illustrates the power struggle and politics of Tudor England, 
especially at the court of Henry VIII. This is also supported by Strickland in her work, The 
Queens of England; Strickland (1861) writes, “The beautiful favorite continued to hate Cardinal 
20 In either 1529 or 1533, Anne’s brother, George became Lord Rochford and her father, Thomas Boleyn was promoted to the title, the Earl of 
Wiltshire.  
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Wolsey more and more, and was determined that Henry should show him no favors if she could 
help it” (p. 387). 
Even in the instance of Anne Boleyn, who was a key contributor for the downfall of 
Wolsey because she held a grudge against him for breaking her betrothal to the Earl of 
Northumberland, used her power to bring Wolsey down. Cavendish (1908) writes, “Wherewith 
Mistress Anne Boleyn was greatly offended, saying that if it lay every in her power, she would 
work the cardinal as much displeasure; as she did indeed after” (p. 34). She encouraged 
Wolsey’s downfall when she acquired the monarchial power referenced in this quote when she 
rose to the ranks of Marchioness of Pembroke and eventually, Queen of England. Anne’s rise to 
power, would indicate a form of political transformation based on her religious beliefs and the 
reins of government falling into the hands of the Protestants at court, mainly Anne’s supporters, 
as opposed to that of Cardinal Wolsey, which who was naturally of the Catholic faith.  
In this document, the Cardinal’s fall from grace was gradual, unlike Anne Boleyn or 
Wolsey’s successors, Thomas More and Thomas Cromwell. It does not appear that Henry meant 
to destroy or “punish” Wolsey for any personal offense towards him as he did with two wives 
and a number of ministers. Instead, through trumped up evidence and Wolsey’s own omission he 
was removed from his post of Lord Chancellor and subsequently died ashamed and in poverty 
(Cavendish, 1908; also supported by Meyer, 2010). It is important to point out that the author 
used the word “rule” in referring to Wolsey’s time as Lord Chancellor of England (Cavendish, 
1908). One would assume that it is only the king’s rule, but this would support the inference that 
Wolsey led the English government up until his fall from grace in 1530. This would support the 
assumption or conclusion that this was a political transformation for England when Henry 
decided to become more involved in matters of state.  
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There are consistent and reoccurring references to God and religion, overlapping with the 
law at the time, most likely indicative of both religious and political transformation. Cavendish 
(1908) writes of Henry’s speech during his divorce proceedings, referencing God, “To whose 
conscience and judgment I have committed the charge according to the which, God willing, we 
will be right well contented to submit ourself [sic], to obey the same for my part. Wherein after I 
herein, I moved first this matter in confession to you, my Lord of Lincoln, my ghostly father” (p. 
85). However, there is nothing prominent or specific pertaining to a religious transformation. 
 
Chronicle of Calais in the reigns of Henry VII and Henry VIII by Richard Turpyn 
This document reads like a log for the activity coming in and out of the English owned 
territory, Calais, until the year 1540, seven years before Henry’s death. This archive served 
primarily as a confirmation of dates and events pertaining to Mary and Henry’s lives. It confirms 
that Mary was betrothed to the Dauphin of France at age two in 1518 as a means of a peace 
treaty between the two countries (Erickson, 1978). According to Nichols (1845), “these iij beigne 
chefe ambassadors into Fraunce to finishe the marriage betwixt the dolfyn of Fraunce and the 
princes of England, the kyng’s dowghter” (pp. 17 – 18). This account is additionally interesting 
because in the beginning of Henry’s reign, it appears there were numerous negotiations for peace 
treaties between England, Spain and France (Nichols, 1845). One in particular, in 1529, when 
Anne Boleyn was already in the picture, but Mary not yet disowned by her father, between the 
Emperor of Spain, the King of France, and England, apparently including all three superpowers 
of sixteenth century Europe. According to Nichols (1845): 
1525. In the monithe of Januarye, the xvij of Henry the Eighth, the apoyntment was made 
betwixt Charles emperowr on that partie, and Francis the Frenche kynge on the other 
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party, first that the Frenche kynge to have peace with themperowre, and to have his 
deliverancehe wholy renownced for evar the realme of Naples, the duchy of Myllayne, 
the lordship of Genys, the citie of Turney, the citie of Arras, with all the apurtenaunce to 
them belonging for evar more, without frawde. (pp. 35 – 36)  
 A peace treaty during the mid 1520s included a truce between Spain and France with England 
acting as a mediator between the two countries (Nichols, 1854). Thus, England acted as a 
country, which fostered peace during the early years of Henry’s reign. This sets for an interesting 
political landscape in the early years of Henry’s reign, perhaps as a prelude to a political 
transformation. 
 
Chronicle of Queen Jane and Two Years of Queen Mary by John G. Nichols 
This document focused a lot on Wyatt’s Rebellion in 1554, which naturally implicated 
Elizabeth in the plot to overthrow Mary. Elizabeth was brought to the Tower for questioning 
during that time, but there appears to be no mention of her entering through “Traitor’s Gate” as 
the story usually has her entering. Instead, Elizabeth was simply brought to the Tower as a 
“King’s daughter, and a Queen’s sister” (Nichols, 1850, p. 71). Wyatt, especially, refused to 
implicate Elizabeth in his uprising, instead, just admitting to sending her a written letter, and her 
responding with a verbal “thank you” which was consequently not enough to charge someone 
with treason, especially the next heir to the throne (Nichols, 1850). The correspondence between 
Wyatt and Elizabeth is as follows, according to Nichols (1850): 
Towching my lady Elizabethes grace, he saide, that indeed he sent hit a letter that she 
shoulde gett hir asfar from the city as she coulde, the rather for hir saftye from strangers; 
and she sent him worde again, but not in writing by sir William Seyntlowe, that she dyd 
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thanke him moche for his good will, and she wolde do as she shoulde se cause. (pp. 69 – 
70) 
 Perhaps this was the only case where Mary may have struggled with her roles as monarch and 
sister. Although, there is no clear indication of what Mary was thinking or feeling at this point. 
However, this proves that Elizabeth had minimal involvement in the Rebellion against her sister, 
which contributes to Mary’s feelings of betrayal and perhaps elements of jealousy as her sister’s 
popularity continued to rise.   
 
The Diary of Henry Machyn by Henry Machyn 
As this document reads, the chief orchestrator in the coup to overthrow Mary and replace 
her with the Protestant Jane Grey was the Duke of Northumberland, Jane Grey’s father in law 
who was executed in August of 1553 (Machyn, 1848). Machyn (1848) writes, “The xvij day of 
August was mad a grett skaffold in Westmynster hall agaynst the moror, for the duke of 
Northumberland coming to be rayned, with odur, as the marqwes of Northamton and the yerle of 
Warwycke” (p. 41). Mary was not crowned Queen of England until her coronation on October 1, 
1553 and she delayed Jane Grey’s execution until the following year, which may be some sign of 
clemency on her part (Machyn, 1848). Machyn (1848) writes: 
The xxx day of September the Qwuyen(‘s) grace cam from the Towre thrugh London, 
rydyng in a charett gorgusly be-sene unto Westmynster; by way at Fanche-chyrche a 
goodly pagent, with iiij grett gyants, and with goodly speeches, the geneway mad yt; at 
Grache-chyrche a-nodur goodly pajent of esterlyngs making; and at Ledyne-hall was 
nodur pagant hangyd with cloth of gold. (p. 45) 
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Jane’s father, the Duke of Suffolk, was released from the Tower shortly after Mary 
arrived in London, but then later executed for his further implication in another plot against Mary 
(Machyn, 1848). Machyn (1848) writes, “The xxxj of July was delivered owt of the Towre the 
duke of Suffoke; and the sam day rod thrugh London my lade Elssabeth to Algatt, and so the 
qwens grace her sester” (p. 38). He was executed the following year, as Machyn (1848) writes, 
“The xvij day of Feybruary was the duke of Suffolke rayned at Westmynster halle, and cast for 
he tresun, and cast to suffer deth” (p. 55). 
Once Mary was proclaimed Queen in the summer of 1553, there appears to be both 
concurrent themes of betrayal and allegiance towards Mary’s accession, which would infer 
mixed feelings about her assuming the crown (Machyn, 1848). The day after Mary was 
proclaimed Queen at Cambridge, Machyn (1848) writes, “The xxix day of July was a fellow s[et 
in the pillory] for spykyng agaynst the good qwwn Mare” (p. 37). This could be perhaps because 
England was coming out of a strictly Protestant government and now, with Mary’s staunch 
Catholic views, the religion in England would be overturned once more. She appears to have 
been met with admiration by the people of England, however, there were still numerous incidents 
of “words said against the Queen”, which was met with punishment (Machyn, 1848). This is 
prophetic to the political and religious transformation to come under Queen Mary’s reign. 
Regarding Elizabeth’s eventual accession to the throne, Machyn (1848) writes: 
The xv day was the crounasyon of quen Elsabeth at Westmynster abbay, and theyr all the 
trumpettes, and knights, and lords, and haroldes of armes in their cotte armurs; and after 
all they in ther skarlett, and all the bysshopes in skarlett, and the Quen, and all the 
fottmen waytyng a-pon the quene, to Westmynster hall; their mett all the byshoppes, and 
all the chapel with iij crosses, and in their copes, the byshops mytered, synyng Salve festa 
180 
 
dyes; and all the strett led with gravell, and bluw cloth unto the abbay, and raylled on 
evere syd, and so to the abbay to masses, and their grasse was croyned; and evere offeser 
rede against she shuld go to dener with Westmynster hall, and evere offeser to take ys 
offes at serves a-pone ther landes; and my lord mare and the altherman. (pp. 186 – 187) 
Although this is most likely consistent with the times, Mary was only on the throne for 
five years and in those five years burned (executed) an extraordinary amount of people for 
heresy, but she did not, according to the record bring harm or execute many family members 
(Machyn, 1848; also supported by Nichols, 1850; Porter, 2007; Turnbull, 1861). She executed 
her second cousin, Jane Grey and pardoned Jane’s mother, the Duchess of Suffolk, her first 
cousin (Machyn, 1848; also supported by Porter, 2007). In Mary’s brother’s reign, Edward VI 
signed off on the execution of two of his uncle and disinherited both of his sisters from the 
succession, leaving his throne to Jane Grey (Machyn, 1848; also supported by Meyer, 2010; 
Skidmore, 2007). Machyn (1848) writes, “The ix day of July was sworne unto the qwen Jane alle 
the hed offesers and the gard as qwne of England” (p. 35). Mary’s sister, Elizabeth executed her 
second cousin, Mary, Queen of Scots for conspiring to usurp her throne, and she executed her 
second cousin, the 4th Duke of Norfolk for conspiring to put Mary, Queen of Scots on the throne 
(Erickson, 1983). Mary executed Jane Grey only after she successfully took Mary’s throne and 
was proclaimed Queen of England, while her brother and sister executed far more of their 
relatives just on suspicion of conspiracy.  
Based on this document, there does not appear to be any dissension between the two 
sisters. In fact, nothing significant was mentioned other than the fact that Elizabeth was sent to 
the Tower shortly after Wyatt’s Rebellion for further interrogation. As Machyn (1848) writes, 
“The xviij day of Marche was kared [carried] to the Towre of London my lade Elsabeth (‘s) 
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grace, the quen (‘s) syster, a-for none” (p. 58). One could argue that this was conducted as a 
precautionary measure or was a formality for having been allegedly implicated in the plot. This 
lends some perspective on Mary’s role conflict as sister and queen; Mary may have had to 
imprison Elizabeth to please her councilors and clear Elizabeth of suspicion as an uprising 
against the Queen is a serious matter and constitutes treason. Clearly, such measures would not 
have been taken if Mary and Elizabeth were private citizens and this was a personal matter 
amongst sisters. This clearly illustrates a struggle in Mary’s role as well as illustrating 
monarchial power as well as intrafamilial power.   
 
Letter from Lady Jane Grey to Queen Mary, 1554 
 This letter was included in the analysis because it was written at a pivotal time of political 
betrayal and intrigue. In this letter, Jane attempts to make clear the circumstances in which she 
became Queen of England over Mary. Her main contention was that she was given poor and 
incorrect advice from those close to her; she refers to this incorrect guidance as “poison” (Grey, 
1554).  Lady Jane Grey (1554) writes to Mary: 
Although my fault be such that but for the goodness and clemency of the Queen, I can 
have no hope of finding pardon…having given ear to those who at the time appeared not 
only to myself, but also to the great part of this realm to be wise and now have manifest 
themselves to detriment, but with common disgrace and blame of all, they having with 
shameful boldness made to blamable and dishonorable and attempt to give to others that 
which was not theirs….[and my own] lack of prudence…for which I deserve heavy 
punishment. (n.p.) 
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It is clear from this excerpt that Jane knows how politics works in sixteenth century England. 
She wanted to explain her side of the story to the new Queen and offer some sort of allegiance to 
her by acknowledging that she and her people had no right to give away what was not rightfully 
theirs, meaning the crown of England. This period signifies the political and religious 
transformation from Edward VI’s Protestant reign to now, the Catholic Mary’s accession once 
she reclaimed her crown.  
 The following quote asserts that her father-in-law, Lord Dudley, the Duke of 
Northumberland, misguided Jane and that she explained that Mary’s late brother, Edward VI has 
disinherited Mary and Elizabeth, which means any mention of them as queen or heirs was 
considered unlawful. Jane (1554) writes: 
He [Dudley] then said that his Majesty had well weighed an Act of Parliament….that 
whoever should acknowledge the most serene Mary….or the lady Elizabeth and receive 
them as the true heirs of the crown of England should be had all for traitors…wherefore, 
in no manner did he wish that they should be heirs of him or that crown, he being able in 
every way to disinherit them. (n.p.) 
It is interesting to note that Jane refers to Mary as serene, which would now be applicable based 
on her station as Queen, but still refers to Elizabeth as “Lady Elizabeth” not Princess Elizabeth. 
Jane references her disinherited title to stress her point that both Mary and her sister were no 
longer Edward’s heirs and were still, in fact, illegitimate daughters of Henry. 
 Furthermore, Jane goes on to say that, she received poor and misguided advice and refers 
to this advice as “poison” (Grey, 1554). Jane (1554) writes, “I know not that the Council had 
determined to do, but I know for certain that twice during this time, poison was given to me, first 
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in the house of the Duchess of Northumberland21 and afterwards here in the Tower…All these I 
have wished for the witness of my innocence and the disburdening of my conscience” (n.p.). 
Jane is attempting to alleviate herself of some blame, but based on her prior acknowledgements 
she does take some fault in the events that unfolded, which resulted in Mary becoming 
disinherited by her brother. 
 
Calendar of State Papers, Foreign series, of the reign of Mary, 1553-1558  
Edited by William Turnbull 
In terms of political transformation during Mary’s reign, the transformation would most 
likely fall into her political policies regarding the punishment for heresy. As was mentioned in 
Porter’s biography, there was no such thing as religious tolerance in sixteenth century Europe, 
and even now, in some regions of the world (Porter, 2007). Mary sought to punish those who did 
not conform to the true faith or posed a danger to the Catholic dogma. Unfortunately, because 
Protestantism was quite popular by the time Mary ascended to the throne. Mary viewed the 
Catholic faith, as the “true religion” so anything other than the true religion must be an act of evil 
or misguidance (Turnbull, 1861). In fact, the Catholic encyclopedia defines a heretic or heresy as 
the selection of religious or political doctrines, adhesion to parties in Church or State (n.a., n.d.) 
In this case, any differing views, even slightly from the Catholic dogma was deemed heresy and 
therefore punishable by death. This was Mary’s political and religious policies when it came to 
monitoring the religion within her country (Turnbull, 1861; also supported by Machyn, 1848; 
Porter, 2007). Therefore, although it was a transformation from Edward’s reign, Edward’s 
religious and political policies were also a transformation from his father’s reign, which was 
considered moderate in comparison to Edward’s further reformation (Skidmore, 2007).  
21 Jane’s mother-in-law. 
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There could be some explanation as to the extension of friendship on the part of Mary to 
the French King. France was primarily a Catholic country in the sixteenth century and Mary 
most likely desired support in turning England back to Catholicism in any capacity possible. In 
fact, right before the first of the Marian burnings, Mary sent a letter to Dr. Wotton, desiring “him 
to inform the French King of the proceedings of Parliament, touching the restitution of the 
Pope’s authority, and the establishment of matters of religion in the realm” (Turnbull, 1861, p. 
152). This document is a record of foreign papers during Mary’s reign so there is little to no 
mention of the burnings that took place domestically; Machyn’s diary is the reference for 
domestic issues during Mary’s reign.  
 The heir Mary hoped to provide England by marrying Philip was supposed to continue 
the English monarchy in the Catholic faith, thus in Mary’s eyes, improving religious matters in 
England (Turnbull, 1861; also supported by Meyer, 2010; Porter, 2007). In December 1554, right 
before the first of the Marian burnings occurred, when Mary thought herself pregnant, there is an 
entry referring to her state, “as well as the certainty of the Queen’s being with child, as for the 
good success of the matters of religion in England” (Turnbull, 1861, p. 146). Being that the 
Marian persecutions did not begin yet, the “good success of the matters of religion is England” 
must refer to Mary’s heir (Turnbull, 1861).  
Mary also received correspondences with those of the Protestant league, most 
specifically, Anne of Cleve’s brother, the Duke of Cleves, thanking Mary for her kindness 
towards his sister. Turnbull (1861) records, “William Duke of Cleves to Queen Mary. Thanks 
her Majesty for the great kindness shown to his sister the Lady Anne, and to his Councillor Dr. 
Herman Crusar on his recent visit to England” (p. 66). This is significant because it shows that 
Mary did not simply hate all Protestants, but her policy on religion and politics was based on the 
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idea that the Catholic faith was the true religion and anything spoken other than that was 
considered against God and would certainly not be tolerated within her realm.  
Additionally, the Duke of Cleves also wrote to Mary congratulating her on her marriage 
to the Prince of Spain. “William, Duke of Cleves, to same [Mary]. Congratulates her Majesty on 
her marriage by his Councillor [sic], Dr. Herman Cruser, of whom this letter is acceditory [sic], 
and who with his wife is for some time to remain with the Duke’s sister (Turnbull, 1861, p. 117). 
This again is interesting because here is a Protestant noble congratulating Mary, a Catholic 
queen, on her marriage to a powerful Catholic prince. This shows no personal animosity between 
Mary and one of the foremost leaders of the Protestant league.  
 
Secondary Documents (19th century) 
Tudor Princesses by Agnes Strickland 
Consistent with the other accounts used in this study, Mary was betrothed to Charles V 
somewhere between 1522 and 1523 at either 7 or eight years old. In reference to the year 1552, 
Strickland (1868) writes, “The Emperor remained six weeks in England, he [sic] errand being to 
engage himself to Mary Tudor, the eldest daughter of Henry VIII” (p. 83).  As the record reveals, 
this betrothal was broken and Mary later married Charles’s son, Philip, which was a source of 
great opposition and rebellion during her reign. This includes themes of betrayal, allegiance, 
monarchial power, and perhaps all of the aspects of transformation, political, religious, and 
personal. Religious and political transformation because Mary was marrying a Catholic prince 
and sought to re-establish the Catholic Church in England, despite drastic changes of the 
Protestant Reformation her brother had made during his short six-year reign (Skidmore, 2007).  
Memoirs of Henry VIII of England: With fortunes, fates, and characters of his six wives  
186 
 
By Henry William Herbert 
Perhaps Herbert is viewing Mary through the same lens as her father, Henry. This author 
appears to view both of these monarchs as cruel and intolerant once they ascended to the throne 
(Herbert, 1855). The author also accused Mary of turning England into Spain through her 
marriage to Philip and changing the religion in England back to Rome, thus creating a political 
transformation in England (Herbert, 1855). Herbert (1855) writes, “The inauspicious marriage of 
the latter princess to Philip of Spain, a union which entailed misery on her country, infamy and 
detestation to her name” (p. 410). Again, this would support both a political and religious 
transformation as her union changed England and according to this author heaved “misery on her 
country” (Herbert, 1855, p. 410). This is not entirely true, her marriage was met with detest and 
her name was blackened because of her personal, religious and political choices. In retrospect, it 
appears that the union with Philip brought war and poverty to England.  
Numerous dates are incorrect in this account, namely the year of Henry’s marriage to 
Katherine of Aragon (Herbert, 1855). The archive still provides a concise narrative consistent 
with the reoccurring themes and concepts emerging from the other documents written during the 
same era (Herbert, 1855). Again, the word “power” appears multiple times on each page. The 
word usually appears in reference to the king’s power, monarchial power, or as it was used 
previously, a power struggle amongst factions, amongst not only factions (Herbert, 1855). 
However, there were many individuals during the Tudor era that possessed some level of power 
and influence, thus affecting the political scene in England. For example, the author, Herbert 
(1855) writes of the power of the Pope, “They, assembling in the beginning of January, passed a 
series of bills, which were the commencement of that great revolution, which ended in the total 
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abolition of Popish power in the British empire” (p. 186). At the time, Rome was an enormous 
and powerful religious and political force in sixteenth century England. 
 
List of Prisoners in the Tower by Violet Brooke-Hunt 
Further evidence of Mary’s cruelty, would be Mary’s violent political tactics 
implemented by her ministers when her people or subjects refused the Catholic faith. Brooks- 
Hunt (1901) writes: 
And when she realized the stubborn independent spirit of the English people, who refused 
to be won back to a religion they had rejected, she resolved that they should pay for their 
obstinacy with their lives. ‘ A few men and women burnt at the stake, a few prisoners 
cast into the dungeons of the Tower,’ she argued, ‘and the rest would surely be subdued, 
and go back as willing penitents to the Catholic faith, so that England would once more 
be received into the fold of the Holy Church’. (pp. 166 – 167) 
There is no supporting evidence that Mary ever said those words. Furthermore, this appears to be 
an oversimplification of a political policy, which only historical retrospect appears overly violent 
and especially cruel. If these words were muttered out of Mary’s mouth, it would appear she was 
a borderline socio-path, which is not consistent with any of the other accounts of Mary’s 
character or political policies. 
 
Historical Fiction Piece 
Anne Boleyn: A Tragedy by George H. Boker 
 While this is being classified as historical fiction, it is based on real life events. It is only 
considered fiction because some creative liberty was taken in terms of what each individual said, 
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these are not accurate dialogues. In the opening chapter, the Duke of Suffolk, or Charles Brandon 
as he was formerly known, remarks of Anne Boleyn when he says, “We saw this girl emerge, 
and step by step crawl slowly upward to the top of power – why she was queen before her crown 
was on – till now she threatens us from such a throne of downright rule as queen ne’er [sic] held 
before” (Boker, 1850, p. 14). The Duke of Suffolk is remarking that Anne held power before she 
was even crowned Queen of England and that she holds more power than any queen did before. 
This illustrates a political transformation in England, with a sub-theme of monarchial power held 
by Anne wielding through Henry because of his personal transformation and interpretation of his 
role. The Marques of Exeter then goes on to say, “Thus in it then, my lords. We all have 
sorrowing seen the growing power of her we call the queen – we call, I say; for, in my humble 
judgment, Katharine, our sometime mistress” (Boker, 1850, pp. 16 – 17). The Marques is 
referring to Anne and her power at court, while speaking of Katharine, “sometimes mistress” 
meaning she only sometimes has power. This illustrates a political shift or transformation at 
Henry’s court, which eventually led to a religious transformation, as Anne was a reformer and 
Katherine was Catholic.  
 
Selected Biographies 
The Myth of Bloody Mary by Linda Porter 
This biography on Mary provided a lens into Henry’s cruelty towards his wives and 
Mary. Again, consistent with the other documents, Porter spends a great deal of time discussing 
religion in sixteenth century England. This reoccurring theme is hard to overlook when 
considering issues and sub-themes concerning violence, cruelty, and overall political 
transformation. Porter (2007) writes, “Mary’s lifetime was a dangerous, violent place, its 
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political life characterized by faction and intrigue” (p. 10). Additionally, religion is a defining 
role for Mary as she grows older and is eventually a key theme that categorizes her reign as she 
brings England through a political and religious transformation back to Catholicism. Porter 
remarks, Mary was not a Catholic princess, but instead, a princess growing up in a Catholic 
country (Porter, 2007). The role as princess is somewhat consistent, although she is declared 
illegitimate in the early 1530s by her father; however, her role as a crusader for the Catholic 
religion becomes more pronounced at this time and therefore consistent throughout (Porter, 
2007).  
The personal conflicts between Henry and his wives and Henry and Mary, as previously 
mentioned, reveal an intertwining story. The author is not able to create Mary’s narrative without 
re-telling the story of Henry and his six wives (Porter, 2007). Mary’s mother, Katherine of 
Aragon was the first of Henry’s wives to be discarded by Henry. The text reveals that Mary had 
to choose sides during her parent’s divorce, equivalent to children of modern day divorce (Porter, 
2007). This re-emerges as a recurring theme with Henry’s subsequent wives; Mary either got 
along with them or did not, often depending on their religious views, which fully shaped the 
woman she became and the roles she fulfilled during her lifetime.  
Recurring meta-themes throughout this text were paranoia and suspicion, which is true to 
the era. The author remarks that “Tudor England was emotionally raw” (Porter, 2007). Porter 
(2007) writes, “Ambition could as easily bring death as power, and in this heated atmosphere 
men seldom kept their feelings in check” (pp. 10 – 11). Both of these meta-themes connect with 
monarchial power, intrafamilial power, and all three transformational themes, politics, religion, 
and personal transformation. The meta-theme of violence, especially family violence, does not 
appear to be a foreign concept to Mary. Even in regards to her father, Porter (2007) writes, “It 
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was not uncommon for blows to be exchanged in council meetings and Henry VIII himself 
apparently subjected his ministers to physical abuse” (p. 11). As a child, and throughout her 
teens, the Countess of Salisbury, whose father was murdered by his own brother, Edward IV, 
raised Mary. Porter (2007) writes: 
Mary’s lady governess was one of the foremost women of the realm, an entirely fitting 
choice for a difficult task. But, as the daughter of the disgraced duke of Clarence, she had 
grown up in perilous times, well aware of the dangers of proximity to the throne. The 
countess had much experience, even if it was indirect, of violence and intrigue. Her father 
was murdered on the orders of his brother, Edward IV, in 1478. He had also fallen out 
with his younger brother, the future Richard III. (p. 17) 
The murder was an execution, which was therefore justified in the eyes of the law because there 
was a crime committed against the crown (Hicks, 1992). This would fit into both monarchial 
power and intrafamilial power, and was mostly likely a result of the political transformation in 
England. However, Mary may not have been as familiar with political and judicial violence as 
perhaps her sister, Elizabeth, grew to be (Porter, 2007; also supported by Erickson, 1983). Unlike 
Elizabeth, Mary endured a happy childhood as both her father and mother once adored her as 
princess and heir to the throne (Porter, 2007).  
Another theory as to why Mary went through a personal transformation from happy and 
adored princess to a sad and lonely young adult, then a misunderstood Queen. It is not surprising 
when the text reveals that the author credits Mary for Anne Boleyn’s fall from grace in 1536 
(Porter, 2007). Without Mary’s constant Catholic supporters for her cause, the destruction of 
Anne Boleyn would have been difficult. However, following the death of Anne, the author 
remarks that Mary was ‘sad’ during her twenties, which would include the years 1536 – 1546, a 
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year before her father’s death. According to Porter (2007), “Yet although she was able to fill her 
time mostly as she wished, in this company of those who were sympathetic to her situation, there 
is a pervasive air of sadness about Mary in her twenties” (p. 133). Following Mary’s submission 
in recognizing her parents’ marriage was illegitimate in 1536 and she was no longer heir to the 
throne of England, she was still being referred to as “princess” in future marriage negotiations, 
which must have confused Mary and contributed to her role conflict (Porter, 2007). Porter (2007) 
writes: 
It did not take long for discussions to resume about a possible marriage with the duke of 
Orleans. The use of the term ‘princess’ was a brazen piece of double-talk, presumably 
intended to reassure the French that they were not getting devalued goods, even though 
Mary herself had just been browbeaten into giving up her title that had been hers since 
birth. (p. 134) 
 
Henry VIII: The King and his Court by Alison Weir 
In another document used in this study, Strickland wrote that Henry’s court was poorly 
run in reference to his sister’s dilemmas and her unwillingness to participate actively in court life 
(Strickland, 1868). However, on the contrary, Weir (2001) writes, “There was great formality at 
Henry’s court, but the court was also chaotic, wasteful, and hugely expensive to maintain” (p. 
29). This does not necessarily imply that Henry’s court was dysfunctional or poorly run, but 
consistent with the vilifying view of Henry depicted by the nineteenth century authors. The fact 
that Henry’s court was chaotic could possibly be misconstrued into a poorly run center of 
government. Weir (2001) goes on to say, “Continual efforts to improve the efficiency of the 
royal household met with only varying success, yet given the numbers of people present at court 
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at any one time, its administrators managed well” (p. 29). This may or may not give insight into 
Henry’s character, but it does offer a background of the atmosphere in which he and his daughter 
Mary resided and functioned.  
As to be expected, a major theme that reoccurred in the primary and secondary texts for 
this study was “power”, both intrafamilial power and monarchial power. According to Weir, 
power was an everyday part of life in Tudor England. Henry was especially was aware of his 
own power and the power dynamics at his court. Weir (2001) writes: 
At the foundation of the Tudor monarchy was the concept of princely magnificence. The 
outward show of power and status, displayed by both king and court, was extremely 
important in an age of widespread illiteracy, and also in a culture that valued the 
trappings of rank, and it had the advantages of impressing foreigners and attracting able 
men to royal service. (p. 22) 
This illustrates Henry’s awareness of his own personal power and the power created within the 
culture of his court. Again, as power reoccurred as a consistent theme within court culture, it is 
often referring to the religious and political factions present. Weir (2001) reconfirms this power 
struggle by saying, “Henry’s court was often divided by fluctuating courtier factions depicted to 
promoting themselves and their ideas” (p. 28). Consistent with the already established literature, 
religious parties or factions rose depending on religious leanings and the religious preferences of 
the queen, Anne Boleyn was Protestant, whereas Jane Seymour was Catholic (Meyer, 2010). As 
Weir (2001) confirms, “Henry’s successive marriages brought to prominence families of 
particular political persuasion, such as the Boleyns, the Seymours, the Howards, and the Parrs. 
Generally, courtiers could attract parties of supporters” (pp. 28 – 29). To support this, Denny 
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(2005) writes, “Religious division was at the heart of court and society” (p. 131). The religious 
divides is what politics was composed of in sixteenth century England, especially court politics.  
Conclusion 
 As demonstrated in these three chapters, all three categories of transformation overlap 
with one another creating a flow to the transformation process for both Henry and Mary. 
However, some information gained from the archival material does not easily fit into the 
categories of transformation, although are still useful in understanding both monarch’s 
changeable or perhaps, often as the text is revealing,  predictable irregular behavior. The next 
chapter of this study will include all the additional supporting quotes and evidence, which will be 
helpful in creating a framework to understand the psychosocial meanings of Henry and Mary’s 
complicated lives during Tudor England.  
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Chapter 9 
Review of the Documents’ Sub-Themes and Meta-Themes 
Primary Documents 
Princess Elizabeth’s Letter to Mary I from the Tower, 1554 
 Princess Elizabeth was imprisoned in the Tower for allegedly conspiring with Thomas 
Wyatt and others to usurp Queen Mary I and take her throne (Tudor, 1554). This document is 
crucial in understanding the strained relationship between the two sisters at a time when their 
relationship and family ties were tested to the limit. The sub-themes are most pronounced in this 
source most likely because it is short and written with a specific goal, as opposed to the longer 
narratives used in this study. 
While family violence and cruelty appears to be normal in times of uncertainty and 
suspicion, there are a number of references to the Duke of Somerset executing his brother and 
consequently, Edward VI executing his uncle. Elizabeth writes, “in the late days I heard my Lord 
of Somerset say that if his brother has been suffered to speak with him he had never suffered” 
(Tudor, 1554, n.p.). Elizabeth recognizes a realistic possibility that Mary may execute her for her 
alleged treasonable offenses. The precedent had already been set in the reigns of their father, 
Henry VIII, and their brother, Edward VI (Meyer, 2010; Penn, 2012). With this knowledge, 
Elizabeth appears to be pleading to Mary, her sister, for her own safety and life (Tudor, 1554).  
Elizabeth was making appeals to her sister, referencing prior promises Mary has made to 
her to “not be condemned without answer and due proof” (Tudor, 1554, n.p.). Again this is a 
reference to the law and the justice system in mid sixteenth century England, but also illustrating 
sub-themes of allegiance and monarchial power. This is consistent with the fact that this 
document was written by an individual who received an at least adequate education and has had 
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either personal experience with English law, or has been around the legal system enough to 
understand how justice is carried out. The law was taken very seriously in Tudor England and 
many offenses were punishable by death. This is also evident in Elizabeth’s urging Mary to meet 
face to face in order to plead her case as she writes, “I humbly crave to speak with your 
Highness” (Tudor, 1554, n.p.), which is also a sign of loyalty and allegiance to Mary as Queen. 
This may be because they are sisters and Elizabeth believes her sister will have mercy on her if 
they converse in person or because, again, she understands how the legal system works in 
England and this is the most proven effective way of pleading your case of innocence. She 
appeals to her familial connection to Mary, when she writes, “yet I pray to God the like evil 
persuasions persuade not one sister against the other, and all for that they have heard false report, 
and the truth not known” (Tudor, 1554, n.p.). As previously quoted, Elizabeth references the 
Duke of Somerset remarking that if his brother had the chance to speak with him, he may have 
never been executed. 
 
Princess Mary’s Letter to Henry VIII, June 1536 
As to be expected, a consistent theme reoccurring in all the analyzed documents was 
“power” which is mentioned once in this letter, when Mary writes (1536), “which I shall also 
obey, keep, observe, advance and maintain according to my bounden duty with all the power, 
force and qualities with which God had endured me, during my life” (n.p.). While power is not 
referred to in the common sense of the law, the underlying theme of this letter is the absolute 
exertion of Henry’s monarchial and intrafamilial power over his daughter, and Mary perhaps 
feeling powerless.  
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Additionally, this letter is full of the sub-theme allegiance, on the part of Mary. Although 
Mary admits to betraying or disobeying her father, as the earlier quote states, there is not enough 
evidence in this piece to support that there was in fact a betrayal, an additional sub-theme in this 
study. Instead, the submission was not something Mary wanted to do. Mary eventually submitted 
herself to Henry in order to make peace and put an end to the cruelty bestowed upon her at the 
hands of her father and his ministers.  
It is interesting to note that Mary makes very few references to God and her conscience in 
this letter. Either her conscience was not a big of a factor at the time for her as it would be during 
her reign, or more likely, due to the nature of the letter and the issues religion has caused 
between father and daughter. Ultimately, she left God and her faith out of her utter submission to 
Henry. Again, as other documents reveal one’s conscience was a major part of life during the 
sixteenth century, especially in the case of Mary and her father. Under threat of death, or 
permanent separation with her father, she finally agreed to his terms for the sake of peace. While 
doing so, she left out key components of herself as a person throughout this letter, perhaps to 
preserve some of her own identity and not fully renouncing herself to Rome and agreeing that 
her parents’ marriage was unlawful. It is interesting that her sister’s letter twenty years later 
includes many more references to God and religion, whereas Mary always appears as the more 
pious one out of the two sisters. 
 
Letter to Princess Mary from her stepmother, Katharine Parr, 1544 
 This letter was included in the analysis because it shows some warmth and affection 
towards Mary in the later years of her father’s reign, which were not always pleasant for the 
princess. Her stepmother, Katharine Parr took great care after Mary’s health, which was 
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notoriously prone to illness. In this letter, Katharine writes, “yet nothing so greatly moves me 
thereto as my concern for your health; which, as I hope it is very good so I am greatly desirous to 
be assured thereof” (Parr, 1544, n.p.). This shows a sense of allegiance and loyalty to Mary from 
her stepmother, which interestingly enough was a staunch Protestant (Meyer, 2010). This 
polarization in religious views did not mar the affection in their relationship as stepdaughter and 
stepmother. At the end of the letter, Katharine closes with, “I pray God, the greatest and best of 
beings, that He design to bless you uninterrupted with true and unalloyed happiness. May you 
long fare well in him” (Parr, 1544, n.p.). Again, a direct sign of loyalty and allegiance to Mary 
from her Protestant stepmother, Katharine Parr, who was only her stepmother for a year in 1544, 
which is when this letter was written (Guy, 1988). 
 
Letter Eleven, Henry VIII to Anne Boleyn 
 This letter was included in this analysis because it illustrates Henry’s undying devotion to 
Anne and fully reinforces the sub-theme of allegiance, which changes to betrayal, another sub-
theme, then ends in violence, a meta-theme within this analysis. Henry (n.d.) writes: 
The cause of my writing at this time, good sweetheart, is only to understand of your good 
health and prosperity; whereof to know I would be as glad as in manner mine own, 
praying God that (an it be His pleasure) [sic] to send us shortly together, for I promise 
you I long for it. How be it, I trust it shall not be long to; and seeing my darling is absent, 
I can do no less than to send her some flesh, representing my name, which is hart flesh 
for Henry, prognosticating that hereafter, God willing, you may enjoy some of mine, 
which He please, I would were now. (n.p.) 
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This entire quote is full of allegiances to Anne and illustrates Henry’s devotion to a woman who 
he would consent to judicially murder some ten years later once when tired of her and she was 
unable to provide him with a male heir. 
 
Chronicle of Calais in the reigns of Henry VII and Henry VIII by Richard Turpyn 
 Within a few years, specifically in the beginning of the 1530s up until the end of the 
chronicle in 1540, this document exhibits a sharp increase in violence within its record, a meta-
theme in this analysis. The theme of violence occurred in the numerous entries dealing with 
executions, burnings, and imprisonments (Nichols, 1845). For example, an entry in 1540 reads, 
“Ser William Peterson was hanged and served as the othar; then they wer qwartered, and theyr 
heads qwarters set on the towres about the towne” (Nichols, 1845, p. 48). The most notable of 
these violent acts were the executions of Anne Boleyn and her brother, George, Lord Rochford. 
George’s entire execution speech is included in this chronicle, which is interesting because it has 
nothing to do with Calais. However, Anne’s execution speech does not appear in this document, 
only the fact that a swordsman from Calais executed her, which is consistent with every other 
record of Anne’s execution (Nichols, 1845). As it reads, “The xix of May qwene Ann Boleyn 
was behedyd in the Towre of London, by the hands of the hangman of Caleis, with the swerde of 
Caleis” (Nichols, 1845, p. 47).  
 
Chronicle of Queen Jane and Two Years of Queen Mary by John G. Nichols 
 Consistent with the other documents, the sub-themes of betrayal and allegiance occur 
simultaneously throughout this document. According to this account, the people of England 
embraced Mary as a ruler and plead allegiance to her as she made her triumphant victory through 
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London after conquering her crown. Nichols (1850) writes, “Great was the triumphe her at 
London; for my tyme I never sawe the lyke, and by the reporte of others the like was never 
seene. The number of capes that weare throwne upe at the proclamation weare not to be tould” 
(p. 11). When the Duke of Northumberland placed his daughter in law, Jane Grey, on the throne 
in lieu of Mary, she received assistance from the people in the outside towns of London (Nichols, 
1850). According to Nichols (1850): 
The lady Mary and hir company were wonderfull joyous, and then afterwarde doubted 
smaly the duke’s puisance. And as the comying of the shipes moche rejoyced quene 
Mary’s party, even so was it as great a hart-sore to the duke, and all his campe, whose 
hartes wer all-ready bent agaynst him. (p. 9) 
This passage essentially reads that people were already doubting the Duke of Northumberland’s 
power, and instead, rejoiced in Mary’s triumph and claim to the throne, abandoning the Duke, 
exhibiting allegiance to Mary (Nichols, 1850). Nichols (1850) writes: 
The lady Mary and hir company were wonderfull joyous, and then aferwarde doubted 
smaly the duke’s puisance. And as the coming of the shipes moche rejoyced the quene 
Mary’s party, even so was it as great a hart-sore to the duke, and all his campe, whose 
hartes we all-redy bend agaynst him. (p. 9) 
 This would infer that the subjects of England greatly anticipated Mary’s accession to the throne, 
knowing already of her religious inclinations, clearly preferring her to the Protestant Jane Grey.  
 Otherwise, there are not many instances of role conflict or even Mary’s roles in this 
document. However, though there were plenty of instances of violence occurring throughout the 
account, this pointed out that the executions for treason and usurping Mary’s throne was only 
done after members of her council. The Spanish ambassador and the Bishop of Winchester, 
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Stephen Gardiner, a devout Catholic, accused Mary of being too merciful towards those who 
meant to destroy her (Nichols, 1850). In one such example, the Bishop asks Mary how far her 
mercy will go. Nichols (1850) writes: 
He axed a boone of the quenes highnes that like as she had before tyme extended hir 
mercy, patryculerly and privatlie, so throughe her lenity and gentynless moche 
conspyracye and open rebellion was growen. (p. 54) 
The Bishop of Winchester is basically saying that through Mary’s mercy, leniency, and 
gentleness she has extended, much conspiracy is growing in her realm; another cause for the 
consistent them of suspicion (Nichols, 1850).  
 Interestingly enough, there were no occurrences of cruelty in this document, which 
would appear consistent with the idea that Mary showed leniency towards traitors and meant 
only to execute them when forced to do so, or convinced it was detrimental to her realm and her 
person if she did not (Nichols, 1850; also supported by Porter, 2007). As Nichols (1850) writes, 
“‘Queene Mary hath graunted our request, and gaven us pardon.’ Others said, ‘The quene hathe 
pardoned us’” (p. 50).  
Suspicion also arose as a reoccurring theme. Suspicion was especially prevalent in the 
two examples below, regarding the Spanish King and Wyatt’s Rebellion in 1554. Nichols (1850) 
writes: 
Immedyately came in maister Wyat as his company on horseback rushing in emongst 
theym, saying, aswell to the garde, Londoners, as to all the rest, ‘So many as will come 
and tarry with us shalbe welcome; and so many as will depart, good leave have they’. (p. 
39) 
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Perhaps this was consistent because of the accusations and those accused of conspiring 
against the Queen, as Thomas Wyatt did especially after her announcement to marry Philip of 
Spain. Suspicion of the Spanish party is evident in this excerpt, Nichols (1850): 
The proude Spanyardes or strangers, are here assemblyed to make resystance of the 
cominge in of him or his favourers; and for that they knowe right well, that yf we should 
be under their subjection they wolde, as slaves and villaynes, spoyke us of our goodes 
and landes, ravishe our wyfes before our faces, and deflowre our daughters in our 
presence. (p. 38) 
 In addition, as a minor example of the people’s distaste for a Spanish king when entering 
through London, “the boyes pelted at theym with snowballes; so hatfull was the sight of ther 
coming in to theym” (Nichols, 1850, p. 34). Perhaps this is another instance where Mary may 
have struggled with her roles, in this case, future wife and monarch of England. Mary needed to 
defend her choice to marry Philip and suffered the discontent of her people in the process 
(Nichols, 1850). The uprising led by Thomas Wyatt was a result of Mary’s choice to marry 
Philip and as a result, Wyatt was executed for treason and her sister Elizabeth was imprisoned in 
the Tower for questioning. Nichols (1850) writes: 
And as Wyatt passed by he said, ‘Go, traytour! There was never suche a traytor in 
Ingland!’ To whom this Wyat tourned, and said, ‘I am no traytor. I wolde thou should 
well knowe, thou art more traytour then I; and it is not the part of an honest man to call 
me so;’ and so went fourth. (p. 51) 
Jane Grey was also executed in the beginning of 1554. According to Nichols (1850), “By this 
tyme was ther a scaffole made upon the grene over agaynst the White tower, for the saide lady 
Jane to die upon. Who with hir husband was appoynted to have ben put to deathe the fryday 
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before, but was staied tyll then, for what cause is not knowen, unless it were because hir father 
was not then come into the Tower” (p. 55). When Elizabeth was summoned to the queen’s 
presence, she claimed sickness, again leading to suspicion, a meta-theme with the analysis. 
Nichols (1850) writes of Elizabeth’s response to the request: 
And she saying she was very sicke, desyred the said sir John Williams to depart, and that 
she wolde most willingly, in a spedy manner as she coulde for her sicknes, repayre to the 
quenes highness with hir owne company and folkes onely. Many men dyversly thought of 
her sending for. (p. 63) 
Elizabeth is essentially claiming she is too ill to see the Queen, but will come to the queen in solo 
company. This was a delaying tactic Elizabeth used both in the realms of her brother and sister 
and often implemented this technique within the politics of her own reign. Arguably, the theme 
of monarchial power also emerges, as Mary summons Elizabeth, the current queen requesting the 
presence of her heir. 
 The only reference to Elizabeth in the Tower, as Mary’s prisoner is the mentioning 
below, according to Nichols (1850): 
The xviijth of Marche, being 1553, the lady Elizabethes grace, the quenes syster, was 
conveyed to the Tower from the court at Westminster about xth of the clocke in the 
forenoone by water: accompanying hir was the merques of Northampton and the elre of 
Sussex. Ther was at the Tower to receave hir the lord chamberlayne. She was taken in at 
the drawebridge. Yt is saide when she came in she saide to the warders and soldears, 
loking up to heaven: “Ohe Lorde! I never thought to have come in here as pysoner and I 
praise you all, goode friendes and fellowes, bere me wytness, that I come yn no traytor, 
but as a true woman to the quenes majesty as eny is nowe lyving. (pp. 70 – 71) 
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This infers that Elizabeth was perhaps being dramatic considering that responded to Wyatt 
during the rebellion and there is no indication in this text that Elizabeth entered through Traitors 
Gate, which is implied in other accounts of her imprisonment (Nichols, 1850). Thomas Wyatt 
was then beheaded on April 11, 1554 for his uprising against the Queen, which is considered 
treason, again, an example of Mary exercising monarchial power (Nichols, 1850; also supported 
by Machyn, 1848; Porter, 2007). “The xjth of Aprell, being wenysdaye, was sir Thomas Wyat 
beheaded upon the Tower-hill” (Nichols, 1850, p. 72). Even in his last speech upon the scaffold, 
Wyatt would not implicate Elizabeth in his plot, a sign of allegiance (sub-theme), he says, 
according to Nichols (1850): 
And whereas yt is said and wysled abroade, that I shoulde accuse my lady Elizabeth’s 
grace, and my lorde Courtney; yt is not so, good people, for I assure you neyther they nor 
eny other now yonder is holde or durance was previe to my rising or commotyon before I 
began; as  I have declared no less to the quenes counsaulle. And this is most true. (pp. 73 
– 74) 
A month later, Elizabeth was released from the Tower. “The [19th] daie of Maye the lady 
Elizabeth was carried out of the Tower by water to (blank) and thence to Woodestocke, wher she 
remeayneth as prisoner, safe kept by the lorde Williams” (Nichols, 1850, p. 76). This is 
consistent with the other texts, Elizabeth was released from the Tower unscathed and put under 
house arrest at Woodstock (Nichols, 1850; also supported by Porter, 2007, Ronald, 2012). From 
this text alone, the actions Mary took subsequent to the rebellion to ensure Elizabeth had no part 
in the plot, does not appear cruel or unnecessary considering the circumstances, so those meta-
themes would not be appropriate in this instance inferring somewhat negative data within the 
analysis. Consequently, Elizabeth was released from the Tower exactly eighteen years after her 
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mother was executed there on her father’s orders (Nichols, 1850; also supported by Ronald, 
2012). This may have brought additional trauma to the situation beyond the imprisonment.  
 
The Diary of Henry Machyn by Henry Machyn 
 It appears Mary initially showed mercy towards Thomas Wyatt and those who started a 
rebellion against her rule in 1554 (Machyn, 1848; also supported by Porter, 2007). There were 
many instances in the text where Wyatt’s name is mentioned, but he is not executed at that point. 
Machyn (1848) writes, “Thomas Wyatt was proclamyed traytur and rebellious, all ys fellowes, 
agaynst the Quene(‘s) mageste and her consell, and that he wold have the Quen in custody, and 
the Towre of London in kepyng” (p. 53). However, perhaps Wyatt and his conspirers’ fears were 
with good cause there appears to be numerous instances of violence between the Spanish and 
English. As Machyn writes, there were a couple of incidents of Spanish killing the English or 
robbing from them, “The ix day of January certain Spaniards killed an Englishman basely: two 
held him while one thrust through him, so he died” (Machyn, 1848, p. 79).  
Mary appears to have taken great lengths to prepare her country for Philip’s arrival. 
Machyn (1848) writes, “The sam day the mayre of London and the althermen commanded that a 
skaffolk shuld be mad abowt the cross, for to be gylded against the pyrnse of Spayne commyng 
in” (p. 65).  If there were issues in the marriage, it was certainly not evident to the public. As 
Machyn (1848) writes, “The x day of Junij the Kyn g and Quen toke their jorney toward Hamtun 
courte for to hunt and to kyll the grett hart, with serten of the consell” (p. 139). The text reveals 
that on the 5th day of June 1557, the King and Queen journeyed towards Hampton Court to hunt 
with certain members of their council, which is in the last year of Mary’s reign. This does not 
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lend much perspective on Mary’s role as a wife and monarch and the role conflict she may or 
may not have encountered.  
There appears to be frequent instances of violence, a meta-theme, during Mary’s reign, 
according to this document. The number of people who were either mutilated (hands cut off), 
executed, hanged, or burned for heresy appears to be astounding (Machyn, 1848). Some of the 
text reads, “The xix day of May was dran from the Towre unto Tyborne captain Wylliam 
Stantun, and ther hangyd and quartered, and ys hed sett on London bryge the morrow after” 
(Machyn, 1848, p. 106). There was even an occurrence of a priest taking his own life by hanging 
himself in 1557 (Machyn, 1848). Machyn (1848) writes, “The x day of June dyd of the chantere 
prest, dyd hang hym-selff with ys gyrdykke in ys chamber; ys name was ser John” (p. 139). This 
reads that on the 10th day of June, a chantry priest hung himself in his chamber, his name was Sir 
John. In fact, according to this account, the violence (burnings, executions, imprisonments) 
appears to have peaked in the spring of 1555, which is consistent with the literature (Machyn, 
1848; also supported by Nichols, 1850; Porter, 2007). This violence also coincided with the same 
year that Mary returned England to the Catholic Church to Papal authority (Machyn, 1848; also 
supported by Nichols, 1850; Porter, 2007; Renard, 2012). However, the violence appears to have 
minimized in the last year of Mary’s reign (Machyn, 1848).   
There are also entries pertaining to Mary’s sister, Elizabeth. Machyn (1848) writes, “The 
xx day of May my lade Elsabeth the quen(‘s) syster cam owt of the Towre, and toke her barge at 
Towre warge, and so to Rychemond, and from thens unto Wyndor, and so to Wodstoke” (p. 63). 
This reads that on the 20th day of Mary, Lady Elizabeth, the queen’s sister was released out of 
the Tower, went on to Richmond then Windsor, then finally to Woodstock, which is where she 
was kept under house arrest (Machyn, 1848; also supported by Ronald, 2012). There is an entry 
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about her imprisonment after Wyatt’s Rebellion and then her release, again there is no way of 
knowing the emotional factors involved in this incident, as this document does not reveal that 
kind of information. This document only confirms that these events did take place.  
 
Original Letters and Papers, Volume 2, Series 2 edited by Henry Ellis 
 In examining Mary through the lens of sister to Elizabeth, Ellis offers an interesting 
perspective on this sisters’ complicated relationship. The editor speaks of Elizabeth from Mary’s 
point of view once she already became queen. In referring to Elizabeth, Ellis (n.d.) writes, 
“Moreover the Queen, though she hates her most sincerely, yet treats her in public with very 
outward sign of affection and regard, and never converses with her but on pleasing and agreeable 
subjects” (n.p.). Mary may not have necessarily hated Elizabeth, but as Porter writes in her 
biography, once Mary became Queen, Elizabeth was already an adult with her own mind and no 
longer the little girl Mary once protected and cared for; instead, she became a threat to Mary 
(Porter, 2007). In regards to the second half of that quote, it is most likely in reference to their 
different religious views. It may be accurate that the sisters, one Protestant, one Catholic chose to 
only converse about pleasing and agreeable subjects, as perhaps religion and politics were too 
raw to discuss. The editor then goes on to say “the Queen is prevented from bastardising [sic] 
her, as she certainly has it in her power to do by means of an act of parliament, and which would 
exclude her from the throne. It is believed that but for this interference of the King, the Queen 
would, without remorse, chastise her in the severest manner; for whatever plots against the 
Queen are discovered, my Lady Elizabeth, or some of her people, may always be sure to be 
mentioned among the persons concerned in them” (Ellis, n.d., n.p.). This quote has many 
complexities. First, it gives credit to Mary’s monarchial power as she did have the ability to 
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disinherit Elizabeth from the throne, but chose not to do so. Second, it blames Elizabeth for plots 
against Mary during her reign. Mary did not disinherit Elizabeth and although she was 
imprisoned, Mary did not execute Elizabeth. It appears she was in a difficult situation as 
Elizabeth was implicated in plots against her sister and out of respect, or intrafamilial power, 
Mary chose to deal with Elizabeth through interrogation, not through violence. It is not possible 
to apply cruelty as a theme here because it is not clear who was cruel to whom. Perhaps 
Elizabeth was cruel to Mary. Based on the historical record, Elizabeth lived through Mary’s 
reign and was not disinherited. She ascended to the throne upon Mary’s death in 1558.  
 
Calendar of State Papers, Foreign series, of the reign of Mary, 1553-1558  
Edited by William Turnbull 
 This document, more than any other document regarding Mary’s reign, was perhaps the 
most revealing in that there was nothing extraordinary about what was written. The calendar was 
set up as a log, detailing correspondences with fellow sovereigns. In fact, all of the fellow 
sovereigns congratulating Mary on her accession and extending their condolences on her brother, 
Edward VI’s death (Turnbull, 1861). “The Dukes of Florence [Cosmo de Medicis] to Queen 
Mary. Ofters [sic] his condolence on the death of her brother, King Edward, and his 
congratulations on her Majesty’s accession to the throne” (Turnbull, 1861, p. 9). Again, another 
remark of the same nature, “Count Ludovio to Queen Mary. Offers his condolence on the death 
of King Edward, her brother, and his congratulations on her Majesty’s accession to the throne. 
Requests her to remember the long devotion of himself and his son Pallavicino to the crown of 
England” (Turnbull, 1861, p. 7). As it would appear from this document, no one feared Mary’s 
accession as a Catholic queen or her female monarchial power. In fact, fellow sovereigns all 
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congratulated her and asked for recognition, an act of allegiance towards Mary (Turnbull, 1861).  
Then again, on the day of Mary’s coronation, she received further sentiment from fellow 
monarchs, especially female rulers, either acting as regents or co-sovereigns to their husbands. 
“Catherine, Queen of Poland, to same. Has previously written to congratulate her Majesty upon 
her succession, and now does so upon her coronation. Expresses her warm sentiments of 
friendship and regard, arising both from consanguinity and similarity of disposition and pursuits” 
(Turnbull, 1861, p. 23). Again, one person’s opinion of the “monstrous nature” of female rule 
could have blackened Mary’s reign throughout history, which led to a controversial reputation 
regarding her character and policies (Porter, 2007).  
 There was some mention of rebellions, especially the infamous rebellion of Thomas 
Wyatt in 1554 as a response to the queen’s betrothal or Prince Philip of Spain (Turnbull, 1861). 
Turnbull (1861) writes, “There is news come that the commons are up in Kent under Sir Thos. 
Wyat. His servant, Sprytewell, the bearer, was stayed by the way with threatening words” (p. 
54). However, nothing was significant about the entry, rebellions were normal during the 
sixteenth century, especially in regards to religious and political opposition (Hoyle, 2001). Henry 
VIII dealt with the Pilgrimage of Grace in the north of England in1536 in response to the 
dissolution of the monasteries (Hoyle, 2001; Guy, 2000). Even during Elizabeth I’s reign, 
Elizabeth encountered the Northern Rebellion in 1569 in response to her Protestant policies and 
her imprisonment of Mary Queen of Scots, the disgraced Catholic queen (Erickson, 1983; 
Ronald, 2012). The rebellion was orchestrated to overthrow Elizabeth and place Mary, the Queen 
of Scots as a Catholic Queen of England (Erickson, 1983). Theses rebellions were not even an 
act of betrayal because they were so common for the time period. However, for the purposes of 
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this study, they will be labeled as the meta-theme “betrayal” in order to characterize and identify 
where the instances of rebellion or opposition occurred.    
The entries in this document read like any other government document, which further 
supports that idea that Porter purposed in her biography that Mary was most likely vilified in the 
Protestant reigns of her half-sister, Elizabeth and that of Elizabeth’s predecessor, James I of 
England (Porter, 2007).  In fact, in the beginning of the document, there were many cases where 
England extended peace to France and vice versa (Turnbull, 1861). This is significant because of 
Mary’s allegiance to Spain, naturally through her heritage. Spain and France were notorious 
enemies in sixteenth century Europe, Mary was unusual in that she extended a peace offering to 
France upon her accession. According to Turnbull (1861) on August 17, 1553 Henry II, King of 
France writes to Queen Mary, “Acknowledges receipt of her Majesty’s letter by Sentleger, 
congratulates her on her accession, and accepts her professions of friendship” (p. 6).  Again, a 
year later, the French King send another letter to Mary stating he, “Has with much pleasure 
learned from the bearer, the Prothonotary De Noailles, her Majesty’s desire for peace and 
friendship, which he assures her is thoroughly reciprocated on his part” (Turnbull, 1861, p. 124). 
This message was received after Mary’s marriage to Philip. However, relations between Mary 
and the French King had changed and in June 1557 as Turnbull (1861) writes, “Commission by 
Queen Mary to William [Flower], Norroy King of Arms to declare war with Henry II, King of 
France” (p. 312).  
Upon further investigation of this paradox, according to the British Monarchy website, it 
was the English-Spanish alliance of Mary’s marriage that led England into war with France 
(www.royal.gov.uk, 2009). This concludes that Mary was not personally an enemy of France and 
sought peace with the country in the beginning of her reign. She was later brought into conflict 
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with the country through the ongoing rivalry of her husband’s native land of Spain and the 
kingdom of France (Turnbull, 1861; also supported by Porter, 2007). However, after the loss of 
the English owned territory, Calais, it appears that the English sought peace with France again 
(Turnbull, 1861). In October of 1558, a month before Mary’s death, Turnbull (1861) writes, 
“Queen Mary to the Earl of Arundel, Bishop of Ely, and Dr. Wotton. Gives them additional 
instructions, in case of concluding peace with France, for the comprehending therein the cities of 
the Hanse, of ancient time confederators [sic] with England (p. 396).  
Another interesting pattern, which arose in these letters, Mary appears to be in debt quite 
often throughout her reign (Turnbull, 1861). This is mentioned in Porter’s biography, but is fully 
supported in this primary source. According to Turnbull (1861), “The Queen owes money, of 
which he may be certain, as they think he has a book with the names of the lenders and their 
loans” (p. 379). This is consistent in Erickson’s biography on Elizabeth I where she says that 
Elizabeth inherited a debt-ridden country upon her succession (Erickson, 1983).  
 
Secondary Documents (19th century) 
Early Tudors by Rev. Morely 
 Focused largely on the military efforts of Henry VII and Henry VIII, this historical 
reference stressed the bloody and uncertain times of the Tudor Era. The word “despotism” 
occurred in most instances and remained constant throughout the archive. Morely (1906), “It is 
plain enough, at any rate, that a despotism did establish itself under the Tudors, and that many of 
the qualities likely to characterize a nation thus governed did, in fact, show themselves in 
Englishman” (p. 3). The author highlights that during the Tudor era there appears to be no 
“justice, humanity, peacefulness and truth,” which sheds light on how and why it is justifiable to 
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murder or imprison a member of your family (Morely, 1906). Morely (1906) writes specifically 
of Henry’s nature: 
It [war] had also fostered in Henry a ruthlessness which is portraits alone would prove to 
have been natural to him, and which afterwards made his times of peace, like those of 
Alexander the Great, more dangerous to those about him than many battled would have 
been. (p. 119) 
This quote is most likely in reference to his personal affairs. However, the author remarks that 
Henry’s wars were nothing compared to his life in international times of peace. Again, this is 
most likely in reference to Henry’s tumultuous personal life with his wives.  
 
The Queens of England by Agnes Strickland 
 Simply written with little regard for historical accuracies, this account of the Queens of 
England is a bit oversimplified chronicling the complicated events of Henry’s wives and some 
mention of his two daughters. However, this account romanticizes the idea of queens because it 
was written in the late nineteenth century, during Queen Victoria’s reign, one of the more 
favored British monarchs.  
The word “power” occurs frequently, perhaps in reference to both monarchial and 
intrafamilial power, which provides for an interesting juxtaposition with the other underlying 
theme of female virtue and innocence during the apparent reign of terror during Henry VIII’s 
rule. For example, in reference to Henry’s fifth wife, Katherine Howard, Strickland (1861) 
writes, “Katharine felt her power, and forgot what had been the fate of her predecessors” (p. 
424). Strickland presents herself as biased towards the queens of England, especially Henry’s 
wives, painting them as victims of his wrath and terror. Again, another example when 
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referencing Anne Boleyn, Strickland (1861) writes, “The beautiful favorite continued to hate 
Cardinal Wolsey sey [sic] more and more, and was determined that Henry should show him no 
favors if she could help it” (p. 387). In reference to Katherine of Aragon, Strickland (1861) 
writes, “The poor Queen Katharine was driven away from Windsor Castle, and the king created 
Anne Boleyn Marchioness of Pembroke, with a pension of £100 per annum” (p. 389). This 
obvious bias towards the queens, Henry’s queens especially, is the consistent tone throughout the 
text.  
 There were numerous overlapping sub-themes and meta-themes of cruelty and betrayal, 
again, consistent with the image of Henry that the author set forth in the tone of this document. 
This is evident in the text, as Strickland (1861) writes of Anne Boleyn’s execution speech: 
Commend me to his majesty, and tell him he hath been ever constant in  
his career of advancing me; from a private gentlewoman he made me a marchioness, 
from a marchioness a queen, and now he hath left no higher degree of honor he gives my 
innocency [sic] the crown of martyrdom. (p. 401) 
In this final speech of Anne Boleyn on the scaffold, about to face her cruel execution on the 
commands of her husband, she speaks of the honors she was bestowed by him, displaying some 
form of allegiance even in her last moments of life (Strickland, 1861).  
While Strickland was able to cast the women in Henry’s life and victims, virtuous, smart, 
and sound women, she still highlighted their power (perhaps perceived monarchial power) over 
Henry, and subsequently their power in sixteenth century English politics. This is also consistent 
with the view of Queen Victoria during the later nineteenth century when this account was 
written (Himmelfarb, 1995). Again, as Strickland (1861) praises Anne in her last moments, she 
writes, “She looked very beautiful when she ascended the scaffold, with a calm and dignified air, 
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and turning to Kingston she requested him not to hasten the signal of her death until she had 
spoken what she desired to say” (p. 401). In another example, Strickland (1861) refers to Henry’s 
fourth wife, she writes, “Anne of Cleves was a most unfortunate, ill-treated princess, but she 
processed so many virtues that she surely deserved a better fate than to become wife of a king so 
devoid of the feelings of a gentleman as Henry VIII” (p. 409). In this quote, Strickland not only 
highlights the virtues of Anne of Cleves, but she also insults Henry.  
Strickland does not think Katherine Howard is guilty of an affair with Thomas Culpepper 
while she was married to the Henry. Instead, as the text reveals, Katherine is executed for her 
relations before her marriage to Henry. Strickland (1861) writes: 
During the short season of terror that succeeded the queen’s arrest, Derham, the poor old 
Duchess of Norfolk, Culpepper, Katharine’s cousin, and several other persons who were 
guilty of no crime but that of suspecting the attachment that had existed before her 
marriage between Katharine and Derham, were executed. (p. 428) 
However, Joanna Denny, a biographer of Katherine believes she was guilty of relations with 
Culpepper after she was married to the King, but thinks there is a deeper explanation to her past 
affairs and her behavior with Culpepper. Denny (2005) writes: 
Whether Culpepper’s affair with the Queen of England was her choice and responsibility 
alone, it has been a failure to grasp the reality of Katherine’s age that deceives, creating a 
false assessment of her motives, participation and desires. She was neither the maligned 
innocent of the Victorian biography nor the sexually liberated feminist of modern fiction. 
(p. 206) 
 This paints Henry in the most vilifying light, as was the author’s intention. With many fairy 
tales, there are “good guys” and “bad guys”. The esteemed protagonists appear to be the women 
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in power, or queens, of the day and the desperados appear to be Henry himself. Women’s roles in 
this account are evident and powerful, yet acknowledged as being primarily wives. This is 
further supported by Denny (2005), “Henry’s character and past record offered little hope for 
clemency. He could not tolerate the humiliation of his wife’s deception and he was determined to 
extract vengeance” (p. 219). 
 
Tudor Princesses by Agnes Strickland 
 This document does not include Mary or Elizabeth amongst the lives of Tudor princesses. 
It is formidably better researched than Strickland’s other document on The Queens of England 
(vol.1), which also left out Mary and Elizabeth. However, this document serves as a record for 
confirming dates and other consistencies with additional articles pertaining to Mary and Henry’s 
lives.  
This record revealed themes and concepts consistent with other documents. For instance, 
the word “despotism” occurred frequently within the text, which would fit under the sub-theme 
of monarchial power (Strickland, 1868). This could be a sign of the times as to when this 
document and the other archives by Rev. Morely was written, both in the mid-late nineteenth 
century. Regardless, “despotism” appears to be a reoccurring theme during the Tudor era. 
Strickland goes as far as to refer to Henry as the “Tudor despot” (Strickland, 1868, p. 68). Again, 
as with Strickland’s other document, Henry is portrayed in a villainous light also revealing a sign 
of the times, as Queen Victoria was idolized during the late nineteenth century as an ideal 
monarch (Strickland, 1868; also supported by Himmbelfarb, 1995). In fact, Queen’s Victoria’s 
son the Prince of Wales, the future Edward VII was thought to be at one time Jack the Ripper 
(St. Aubyn, 1979). This is another example how at the time, male royals were not looked upon 
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favorably. In comparison to Queen Victoria, Henry most definitely fell short of these 
expectations. Also interestingly enough, Henry’s rule is referred to by Strickland the, ‘stormy 
occurrences of Henry VIII’s reign’, leading the reader to believe that his reign was not much 
celebrated or glorified during the Victorian Era, again perhaps an issue under monarchial power 
(Strickland, 1868). This quote taken from Strickland’s book was in reference to Henry’s sister, 
Mary Tudor and her relationship with her husband, Henry’s best friend, Charles Brandon, the 
Duke of Suffolk (Strickland, 1868). Strickland (1868) writes, “Her husband could not have 
shared her home very often, because he constantly occupies a leading part among the stormy 
occurrences of Henry VIII’s reign, now insulting and trampling down the falling Wolsey, and 
behaving with great brutality towards his royal mistress  Queen Katharine” (p. 86). This also 
illustrates the treatment of Henry’s first wife, Katherine of Aragon, whom this unwanted divorce 
was thrust upon.  
Queens were romanticized and anyone who betrayed queens, including kings, were 
therefore cast in an evil light. Strickland (1868) refers to the “the threatened wrath of Henry 
VIII” (p. 65). Strickland also made references alluding to the fact that Henry’s court and his 
court politics were poorly run, which could also signify the idealization of Queen Victoria at the 
time of this publication (Himmbelfarb, 1995). Again, in reference to Henry’s younger sister, 
Mary, Strickland (1868) writes of Mary’s poor health, “Her health was precarious, and prevented 
her from often approaching the ill-conducted court of her brother” (p. 86).  
 
Memoirs of Henry VIII of England: With fortunes, fates, and characters of his six wives  
By Henry William Herbert 
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 Perseverance appears to be an emerging meta-theme in this analysis in particular. This is 
applicable in the case of Henry’s father, Henry VII’s struggle for the throne and is relative in 
many cases referencing Henry’s wives, especially Katherine of Aragon and Anne Boleyn 
(Herbert, 1855; also supported by Penn, 2012). Katherine of Aragon persevered through an 
unwanted divorce and a humiliating banishment, only to eventually die alone (Herbert, 1855; 
also supported by Meyer, 2010). Anne persevered through seven years of waiting to become 
Henry’s consort, only to meet a similar fate as Katherine, when her husband beheaded her in 
1536. Based on the outcomes of their struggles, perseverance could also be an overlapping theme 
of cruelty, as this appears to be the result of both these women’s plights. In direct contrast, Henry 
does not have appeared to have persevered through anything, especially according to this 
document, as numerous examples through either tone or direct result would reveal that Henry got 
his way no matter who suffered in the process (Herbert, 1855). In fact, from the accounts used 
for this study, it would seem that he had no tolerance for failure and would never give himself 
the opportunity for struggle and perseverance. Instead, he inflicted conflict and strife upon 
others, forcing them to preserve in spite of their difficult situations. This illustrates key themes 
and concepts regarding the relationships between Henry and his wives as well as Henry and his 
daughter, Mary. Everyone appears to have suffered through his reign, except for him. However, 
he appears to have felt otherwise, referring to himself being “wronged” in some way (Herbert, 
1855; also supported by Denny, 2005). This would be reinforced by this author’s use of language 
in referring to Henry as ‘vain, selfish and sensual’ (Herbert, 1855). This could be further 
supported by Denny (2005) as she writes, “Once cast out of the King’s intimate circle, it was as 
if the sun had gone out. Henry was far too much of a coward to come face to face with a prisoner 
once he resolved to be rid of him” (p. 217).  
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The author is also like-minded in his tone, just like Strickland, in vilifying Henry and his 
actions while exalting the virtuous qualities of his queens (Herbert, 1855). Herbert (1855) writes: 
The strange and disgraceful subserviency [sic] to this monster king, of his parliaments, is 
well shown in the addressed presented on his marriage, by the two houses, and the new 
act, by which the succession was vested in the heirs of the body of Queen Jane, ‘whose 
age and fine form give promise of issue’, Elizabeth the daughter of Anne, being declared 
illegitimate, just as Mary had been, previously, on Anne elevation. (p. 353) 
This would be consistent with the period of publication, again, as this document was written 
during the height of Queen Victoria’s reign in England. Female monarchs were to be praised for 
their virtues, as Queen Jane was in this quote, and those who wronged them or made them 
unhappy were evil. Not only does this author praise those English queens, but he also refers to 
queens of other realms and speaks of them highly as well, including Henry’s own sister who was 
later to be the Queen of France (Herbert, 1855). Herbert (1855) writes, “The binding of this 
contract was ratified by Mary, the beautiful and blooming sister of Henry” (p. 87).  
 This reference has also served as a confirmation of dates and events. As was mentioned 
in the other archives used for this study, the betrothal of the young Mary at aged two to the 
Dauphin of France was consistent in this piece (Herbert, 1855). According to Herbert (1855), 
“the little Princess Mary was contracted to the dauphin of France, who was being newly born, 
was just four years her junior” (pp. 66 -67). However, Herbert writes that the Dauphin is four 
years younger than Mary is which is incorrect and virtually impossible because Mary was only 
two years old at the time of the betrothal (Herbert, 1855; also supported by Erickson, 1978; 
Meyer, 2010; Porter, 2007).  
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This document is also credited with giving thorough reference to Henry’s affair with 
Anne Boleyn’s sister, which is quoted below. The author writes that Anne Boleyn’s sister, Mary, 
had control over Henry as his mistress longer than any of her predecessors, but soon Anne 
replaced her in Henry’s affections (Herbert, 1855).  Additionally, in conjunction with the 
documents on Field of the Cloth of Gold, this record also confirms that Anne did not grab 
Henry’s attention at this celebration. Herbert (1855) writes: 
For although Anne Boleyn was most certainly present, in the train of the French queen, it 
does not appear, that she even excited the attention of Henry, much less the jealousy of 
the queen; who had, at that very moment, reason why she should aggrieved at the conduct 
of Anne’s younger sister, Mary Boleyn, a fair, blue-eyed beauty, who was, at the time, 
even more openly and ostensibly Henry’s mistress, than the beautiful Taillebois had been 
before her. (p. 264) 
However, in this account, the author labels Anne as Henry’s mistress due to their consummation 
and when their nuptials actually took place. Herbert (1855) writes, “It is idle to dispute the fact, 
that from this time, she [Anne] was openly and ostensibly Henry’s mistress. That she was so, is 
evident from the date of her own marriage and of her daughter’s birth” (p. 316).  
 Henry’s behavior towards Anne of Cleves regarding who rejected whom initially is not 
definite. However, once she agreed to the divorce there is mention that she may have been 
relieved to be released from a marriage she viewed with “‘joylessness and disgust” (Herbert, 
1855, p. 402) . In this account, Anne first dismayed Henry, however the author remarks that he 
was “impatient” as a child to see her before she was fully ready to receive him (Herbert, 1855; 
also supported by Warnicke, 2000). This is evident in the text when Herbert (1855) writes, “as 
usual with him, urgent and impatient for the immediate consummation of the marriage” (p. 397; 
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also supported by Warnicke, 2000). This action in itself reveals much about Henry’s character as 
a man and monarch. However, what is clear in this text, as well as the other documents used in 
this study is that Anne did not refuse Henry when he wanted a divorce (Herbert, 1855; also 
supported by Warnicke, 2000). She immediately agreed to the divorce and was styled as the 
“King’s Sister”, living out the rest of her days comfortably in England as a noble woman of the 
realm (Herbert, 1855; also supported by Warnicke, 2000). It is interesting that someone who 
immediately succumbed to Henry’s will and wishes was rewarded heavily for her subordination. 
This could also be an explanation as to why the word “power” occurs so frequently in documents 
pertaining to Henry’s reign. However, Anne may have been repelled by Henry as she was with 
her, although her exact reaction is not known. Herbert (1855) writes, “What poor Anne thought 
of her burly bridegroom we do not know; but it is clear, she had the most cause to complain; for 
Henry had lost every particle of the robust and manly beauty for which he had once been 
famous” (pp. 400 – 401).  
Additionally, this document infers that Henry consummated his marriage with Anne of 
Cleves, which is not consistent with the other texts (Herbert, 1855). Herbert (1855) writes, “He 
[Henry] sullenly, reluctantly, and with many brutal, ungentlemanly and unmanly expressions of 
disgust and dislike, celebrated and consummated his marriage with this gentle, unoffending, 
dignified and virtuous lady” (p. 402).  As contrasting evidence of this, Warnicke (2000) writes, 
“According to the July testimony of Dr. William Butts, the king had decided not to consummate 
the marriage on that feast night, although on the third and fourth nights, he attempted sexual 
union but unsuccessfully (p. 162). In fact, his grounds for divorce as stated in other documents 
pertains to the fact that the marriage was never consummated, therefore void (Warnicke, 2000). 
This bit of information may never be obtained as being either false or true. Regardless, it is not 
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clear whether a theme of cruelty is should be applied in this case. Anne readily agreed to the 
divorce and she may have been just as disgusted with Henry as he appeared to be with her. This 
example of Henry’s fourth marriage is another aspect to Henry’s complex character. 
 In terms of Henry’s fifth wife, Katherine Howard, cousin to Anne Boleyn, there appears 
to be evidence that she was guilty of some form of adultery while married to the king, if not 
physical than emotional (Herbert, 1855; also supported by Denny, 2005; Strickland, 1861). 
Herbert (1855) writes: 
Attention once called to her early life, suspicion once awakened, and revenge and policy 
seeking her destruction, witnesses were easily obtained without subornation, and the 
whole truth was revealed; nor the truth only, for doubts were circulated, as if she 
persisted in her licentious courses, and dishonored the king’s bed. (p. 428) 
In addition, there appears to be consistent evidence that she was not a virgin when she married 
the king, which also appears to be a treasonable offence at that time, at least to Henry (Herbert, 
1855; also supported by Meyer, 2010). One of the men who was executed with Katherine, 
Francis Dereham, was accused of engaging in premarital sex with Katherine before her marriage 
to the king. Herbert (1855) writes: 
There Dereham, as it was shown, and admitted, on her trial, had obtained means of access 
to the women’s dormitory, after the duchess had locked the door, as was her wont, and 
retired for the night. Hither he used to repair often, bringing with him wine, strawberries, 
and other dainties, to regale the young lady of his lawless love, and her attendants; and 
there, it was notorious that he was almost openly admitted to the possession of her 
charms. (p. 420) 
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Joanna Denny, a biographer of Katherine, believes that Katherine was a victim of child abuse, 
regardless if she willingly took place in her earlier sexual behavior. Based on Katherine’s age at 
the time of her past sexual encounters, she was not old enough to consent and therefore a victim 
of child abuse (Denny, 2005). Regardless of her alleged offenses before or after her marriage to 
Henry, it was enough for the Henry post-personal transformation to have her executed. Again, in 
support of Henry’s unstable character at the time of Katherine’s execution, Denny (2005) writes, 
“Henry’s insecurity had always veered towards paranoia. From his youth he had been imbued 
with the dark suspicions of his father’s court, where every friend was a potential enemy and even 
the Queen was suspect” (p. 67). Based on this, which is a great summation of Henry’s character, 
whether or not Katherine betrayed the king or not, he most likely overreacted and felt slighted by 
his fifth wife who he appeared to have esteemed.  
According to the account below, Katherine appears to be the most adored by Henry, even 
in comparison to all her predecessors. Herbert (1855) writes of the kings affections: 
The king waxed everyday fonder and fonder of his beautiful young bride, and but for that 
fatal, retrospective blot, that hidden blight, cankering unseen, the blush of her bosom’s 
purity and faith, it would be difficult to say, that she deserved not his life. (p. 425) 
This quote is also in reference to Katherine’s questionable past, as previously mentioned, which 
was the eventual reason for her downfall and execution. What appears to be the reason for her 
execution was not so much as the fact that she betrayed Henry, but instead because she made a 
fool of her husband (Herbert, 1855). Herbert (1855) writes, “Henry’s proud and savage heart was 
almost broken. He burst into an agony of tears in the presence of all his council – what torture it 
must have needed to wring such testimony of weakness from his imperious character and 
merciless temper! He had really loved this woman” (p. 429).  By this time, in 1541/1542, 
222 
 
Henry’s character was undoubtedly changed, as presented in the literature; he had grown or 
rather, regressed into the child-like, impatient tyrant that best fits his character in the later years 
of his reign (Herbert, 1855). If he felt embarrassed or taken advantage of, he would have 
certainly acted upon it and like a child, in the most ungraceful way. In support of this, Denny 
(2005) writes of Henry’s character at the time of Katherine’s fall: 
The King’s moods took violent swings so that no one knew which way he would turn 
from one day to the next. Under his boisterous public face, Henry was stubborn, cold and 
peevishly unpredictable. He could change his opinion in a second. He was plagued with 
constipation, hemorrhoids and a suppurating leg ulcer that refused to heal. (p. 125) 
To Henry’s credit, there is evidence that he showed his wife mercy if Katherine admitted to a 
pre-contract before their marriage (Herbert, 1855; also supported by Denny, 2005; Meyer, 2010). 
Herbert (1855) writes, “He was eager and earnest to spare her, and would have done so, could he 
have been separated from her by any legal process” (p. 429). Herbert (1855) adds, “Even 
Cranmer, it seems, content with her fall, would have spared her life, and urged her to admit a 
pre-contract with Dereham, which would have enabled them to grant a divorce” (p. 430). 
However, for whatever reason, she did not choose that course. Denny (2005) offers an 
explanation as to why Katherine chose not to admit to be a pre-contract, she writes, “She only 
saw to acknowledge a previous marriage or betrothal to Dereham would make her wedding to 
the King invalid, meaning that she had never been the rightful Queen” (p. 225). 
In fact, this account by Strickland states that Katherine was guilty of nothing, subsequent 
to her marriage (Strickland, 1861). Thus, Henry executed his young wife because she had 
relations before he had married her. Again, another aspect to Henry’s character, which reveals 
some insecurity that, may have been present before his personal transformation. Additionally, 
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there could have been an element of embarrassment for Henry. In support of this, Denny (2005) 
writes, “This time Henry was genuinely shocked to be told that his wife was not the pure, 
unsullied virgin bride that he had thought. He could not accept that the girl who had restored his 
manhood and given him back his youth had been no better than a whore” (p. 211). Katherine was 
allegedly to have had a sexual relationship with a young courtier at Henry’s court, Thomas 
Culpepper, who was also a gentleman of the King’s privy chamber (Denny, 2005). Herbert 
(1855) writes, “Culpepper had been in the queen’s chamber, on one occasion, in the presence of 
Lady Rochfert22, only – they were all found guilty” (p. 430). Thomas Culpepper was most likely 
ten years older than Katherine, which would put him in his late twenties when Katherine was 
most likely to have been Queen of England in her late teens, at the older, twenty years old 
(Denny, 2005). There had always been speculation, especially with the King’s declining health 
that he may have been impotent, which would explain why he did not consummate his marriage 
with Anne of Cleves, and why his last two wives did not produce any children (Denny, 2005; 
Lindsey, 1995). In support of this, Denny (2005) writes: 
The King was often sick and probably impotent, as no one was in a better position to 
know than his young wife and his favourite, Culpepper. Henry’s chances of ever 
impregnating his child bride, let alone getting a strong healthy son by her, were minimal 
and they both surely knew it. (p. 198) 
This would add an element of jealousy, a meta-theme to Henry’s already unpredictable behavior. 
Katherine was allegedly carrying on an affair with a much younger man. While Henry’s health 
and vitality were decreasing as he aged, this was a detriment to his monarchial power. Henry was 
thirty years Katherine’s senior and in poor health (Denny, 2005). In further support of this, 
Denny (2005) writes, “There is no possibility of taking back the disgraced wife who has 
22 George Boleyn’s wife and widow. 
224 
 
                                                          
humiliated her husband by making him a cuckhold [sic] and sullying their marriage bed. Henry’s 
pride, his vanity and inherently vengeful character would never permit him to forgive the woman 
he had raised up to be Queen” (p. 213).  
 
Lives of the Queens of England, Vol. IV by Agnes Strickland 
Henry is unable to separate his duty to marry for political reasons as king of England and 
his desire to be undoubtedly attracted to his spouse. This illustrates a role conflict in Henry’s 
nature, which never fully resolves and appears to worsen over time. When Henry began to view 
himself as a victim is arguably when he started his personal transformation in the late 1520 and 
early 1530s. Because of not receiving immediate gratification from his desire to separate from 
his wife, Henry started to view himself as a wronged party and sought ways on his own to 
achieve his divorce and marry a woman whom he believed would provide him with a male heir. 
As was expected, Strickland’s account of the initial meeting between Henry and Anne of Cleves 
was of mutual disappointment (Strickland, 1868). Strickland notes in her text that Anne was not 
pleased with Henry’s appearance than he was with hers. She writes, “It is possible, that Anne 
was not a wit [sic] more charmed with Henry’s appearance and deportment than he was with 
hers, especially as the burly tyrant was not in the most gracious of moods” (Strickland, 1868, p. 
298). Although his abrupt entrance surprised her, Anne still bowed to the king and showed him 
the humility due to his station (Strickland, 1868). Strickland (1868) writes, “She [Anne] sank 
upon her knees at his approach, and did her best to offer him a loving greeting” (p. 298); also 
supported by Warnicke, 2000). Additionally, another impediment in their relationship was that 
Anne spoke little to no English and Henry found her German displeasing (Strickland, 1868). To 
Henry’s credit, there is a chance he was misled about her appearance due to the need to acquire 
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foreign alliances within the Protestant league, which was required for aid in the political 
transformation in England (Meyer, 2010). Immediately after their wedding and perhaps prior to 
the ceremony, Henry sought for means for a divorce from his fourth wife resulting in their 
marriage only lasting six months (Strickland, 1868). Strickland (1868) writes of Henry’s reaction 
to his fourth wife as: 
I take her not for fair, but to be of a brown23 complexion – Alas! Said the king, whom 
shall men trust? I promise you I see no such thing as hath been shown me of her pictures 
as hath been shown to me of her by pictures or report. I am ashamed that men have 
praised her as they have done, and I love her not. (p. 299) 
It is not for certain what really passed between Henry and Anne of Cleves, which is consistent 
with the other sources. The witnesses appear to have some consistencies in their stories and some 
inconsistencies. For example, historian Retha Warnicke (2000) writes, “Henry’s admissions that 
Anne was ‘well and seemly’ and had a ‘queenly manner’ seem curiously at odds in the context of 
his announced dislike of her person” (p. 149). Unfortunately, it is impossible to fully known 
what Henry or Anne was thinking at the time. It was normal for kings and queens to marry for 
diplomatic reasons, as opposed to for love.  In fact, Strickland (1868) adds that perhaps Anne 
was the wronged in this arrangements, “Henry was more than double her age, unwieldy and 
diseased in person, with a countenance stamped with all the traces of the evil passions of a 
diseased mind” (p. 304). Again, this depicts the author’s bias and her unfavorable view of Henry. 
Perhaps, Henry being aware of his fading appearance was more self-conscience, therefore took a 
pre-emptive stance against Anne of Cleves in fear of being rejected by her, which would 
illustrate the meta-theme of pride, or a common conflict resolution theme, face-saving. Anne’s 
23 Anne of Cleves’s face was allegedly scarred by small pox. 
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willingness to consent to the divorce without any provisions sheds some insight on her feelings 
towards Henry (Strickland, 1868; also supported by Warnicke, 2000). Strickland (1868) writes: 
Anne submitted to everything with a good grace, and, according to the report of the royal 
commissioners, ‘she took her leave openly of such as departed, and welcomed very 
gently her new servants at that time presented to her by them’ although she had not been 
allowed the privilege of selecting them herself. (p. 320) 
In addition, according to Strickland (1868), “During the first few weeks after the marriage to 
Anne of Cleves, he treated her with an outward show of civility on al public occasions” (p. 312). 
It is not clear whether Henry attempted to create a successful marriage with his fourth wife or 
not. However, if he knew he was planning to divorce her and therefore showed respect in order 
to ensure a smooth process, which is also an interesting lens into Henry’s enigmatic character. 
Regardless of the truth, the marriage was dissolved in six months and Henry went on to marry 
his fifth wife, Katherine Howard (Strickland, 1868; also supported by Meyer, 2010, Warnicke, 
2000). 
 In the case of Elizabeth and Mary’s relationship, there appears to be no clear narrative of 
events between the two sisters. Once Mary became queen and in the subsequent years of her 
reign, there appears to be some events of turmoil between the two siblings, however the events 
remain unclear. Strickland (1868) writes, “The accession of queen Mary had not altered her 
affection for the princess Elizabeth; whatever were their [sic] after jealousies, their first 
differences had yet to take place, for, at the present time, wherever Mary went, she led her sister 
by the hand, and never dined in public without her” (p. 573). Based on Strickland’s interpretation 
of Mary and Elizabeth’s history, once Mary became queen, there were no immediate issues 
amongst the two. Additionally, Mary had allowed Elizabeth to be the second person, a place of 
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honor next to the queen at her coronation (Strickland, 1868). Strickland (1868) writes, “Mary 
had just allowed Elizabeth, at the recent coronation, the place and honours of the second person 
in the realm” (pp. 588 – 589). 
 This document supports earlier claims that when Wyatt’s Rebellion broke out, Mary sent 
for Elizabeth to be questioned as to the extent of her involvement. Wyatt’s Rebellion is curious 
in his religious beliefs and political beliefs vastly differ which is not consistent with the times. 
Strickland (1868) writes: 
As Wyatt was at the same time a professed Catholic and a partisan of princess Elizabeth, 
his exceedingly mysterious, unless, indeed, he was an anti-papal Catholic, and 
discontented at the prospect of Mary’s resignation of church supremacy, was desirous of 
placing Elizabeth in her sister’s place in church and state. (p. 594) 
Once Elizabeth was implicated in the plot and summoned to answer to her sister, Strickland 
(1868) writes, “Elizabeth was very ill and pleaded with the messenger mentioned by the queen, 
that she was utterly unable to travel. Mary permitted her to remain at fortnight, waiting for 
convalescence” (p. 604). This also supports earlier documentation that Mary was lenient in the 
beginning of her reign, even towards her sister who she was deeply suspicious of trying to 
overthrow her, perhaps highlighting a sub-theme of allegiance towards her family (Strickland, 
1868). Strickland (1868) goes on to say, “Accusations, however, that were made against her by 
Wyatt were particularly confirmed by Sir James Crofts, who had been captured in an abortive 
attempt to raise and insurrection in Wales” (p. 400). At this point, Elizabeth appears to be 
involved in the plot, even at a minimal level of involvement. However, as it turns outs, “Before 
the princess Elizabeth came to Whitehall, the queen had heard so many charges against her that 
she would not see her when she arrived, but assigned her a secure corner of the palace to abide 
228 
 
in” (Strickland, 1868, p. 400). This does not appear cruel based on the information Mary was 
presented. Regarding Elizabeth’s actions and her alleged involvement in this uprising against her 
sister, this illustrates the meta-theme of betrayal on Elizabeth’s part.  
 According to this text, Mary offered an arrangement to any nobleman who would take 
charge of Elizabeth instead of sending her to the Tower, which is again, another act of leniency 
and allegiance by Mary. Strickland (1868) writes, “At this crisis queen Mary offered, if any 
noblemen would take the charge and responsibility of her sister, that she should not be subjected 
to imprisonment in the Tower; but no one would undertake the dangerous office” (p. 605). If this 
information is accurate, then Elizabeth was not sent to the Tower as an immediate response to 
her alleged involved in Wyatt’s Rebellion, she was sent there as a last resort, whereas the theme 
of cruelty would not be appropriate in this case (Strickland, 1868; also supported by Ronald, 
2012). Again, consistent with the other texts, the Bishop of Winchester was instrumental in 
feeding Mary’s suspicions of her sister’s intentions. Strickland (1868) writes, “Bishop Gardiner 
remarked, ‘that as long as Elizabeth lived, there was no hope of the kingdom being tranquilized; 
and if every one [sic] went to work roundly, as he did, things would go on better’” (p. 609). 
Elizabeth, understandably, took this as an attack on her life, which in this case, violence could 
perhaps be applied in this instance. As with the other documents, “The day succeeding the 
execution of William Thomas, the princess Elizabeth was removed from the Tower, and sent by 
water to Richmond-place, and from thence to Woodstock, where she remained under restraint” 
(Strickland, 1868, p. 616; also supported by Ronald, 2012).  
 The Spanish ambassador at Mary’s court fed suspicions to Mary about Elizabeth, perhaps 
a meta-theme of cruelty applied here, but not in regards to the relationship between the two 
sisters. It was in ambassador’s best interest to eliminate Elizabeth, as she posed as a threat and 
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represented the Protestant cause. This is evident in Strickland’s (1868) work as she says, “But 
those who know how eagerly the Spanish ambassador sought Elizabeth’s life…” (p. 630). 
Strickland (1868) writes: 
It is certain that, although most trying circumstances afterwards occurred, owing to 
Elizabeth’s own imprudence in listening to fortune-tellers and, moreover, two or three 
dangerous plots were concocted amongst her servants, yet she never lost the privilege of 
access to her sister, or was again put under durance. (p. 630) 
According to this account on Elizabeth and Mary’s relationship, Mary was merciful towards her 
sister even under the influence of those who meant to destroy Elizabeth and in the wake of 
numerous plots against her throne. Again, the sub-theme of allegiance would be applicable in 
this case. The application of this theme appears to be negative data, as it was previously 
hypothesized that Mary exhibiting a degree of cruelty towards her Elizabeth during her reign. 
Due to the complicated nature of their relationship, a relationship unlike most other siblings, 
Mary showed much clemency towards her sister even under great suspicion, which is a 
formidable lens into Mary’s true character, like Henry’s appears to be a bit of an enigma. 
 
List of Prisoners in the Tower by Violet Brooke-Hunt 
 Consistent with the other sources used in this study, Mary showed mercy when she took 
her throne back from Jane Grey (Brooke-Hunt, 1901). According to this account as well as 
others used for this project, Mary hesitated in executing her usurpers (Brooke – Hunt, 1901). To 
support this claim, Brooks-Hunt (1901) writes, “Mary was inclined to be merciful, but she was 
ruled by the crafty Spaniard Renard, and he was obdurate. All those who had committed high 
treason must die” (p. 137). The usurpation of the throne is considered high treason (Hicks, 1992; 
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Meyer, 2010). Mary had no reason to show mercy towards those who betrayed her. The fact that 
she hesitated in executing the traitors gives an interesting insight into Mary’s character and her 
alleged cruelty.  Brooks-Hunt (1901) writes: 
In the middle of November, Lady Jane and her husband were brought to the Guildhall 
charged with high treason and both condemned to death. Yet Mary hesitated to have the 
sentence carried out. Indeed it seems almost certain that she would have saved her 
cousin’s life, but for a foolish attempt on the part of the Duke of Suffolk to rouse the 
people in his daughter’s favor. (p. 137) 
As this second quote shows, Mary hesitated in carrying out the sentence to execute her young 
cousin and her cousin’s husband for their usurpation (Brooks-Hunt, 1901). Again, this reveals a 
side of Mary, which is not often portrayed in historical perspectives of the maligned princess and 
her reign as Queen of England.  
 Another misconception, which is not clear-cut, is Mary’s relationship with her sister, 
Elizabeth. In this text, Mary is allegedly jealous of Elizabeth and holds resentment towards her 
due to the treatment Mary received by the hands of Elizabeth’s mother, Anne Boleyn. Brooks-
Hunt (1901) writes: 
Between her and her sister Mary there had never been any pretence of affection. This is 
hardly to be wondered at, for Mary, who had a jealous and vindictive nature, was not the 
one to forget how she and her mother had been slighted and insulted by Anne Boleyn, the 
mother of Elizabeth, and all through her girlhood the feeling of resentment grew, till it 
became nothing short of violent hatred. (p. 147) 
This serves as another interesting assumption about Mary. It is obvious, especially based on this 
quote, that the author is somewhat biased in her view of Mary. For one, there seems to be some 
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level of affection between the sisters, at least there was at one time. There is no evidence that the 
two sisters never got along, instead, there is evidence that they exchanged gifts to one another 
and Mary had Elizabeth ride with her to her coronation, hardly the gesture of someone who felt 
no affection towards her sister (Erickson, 1983; Meyer, 2010; Porter, 2007; Turnbull, 1861). To 
plainly categorize Mary’s nature as jealous and vindictive is another broad statement to make 
about Mary’s character. Like most people, Mary could have acted out of jealousy or hurt, but her 
character does not appear jealous or vengeful. It is most likely that Mary held some resentment 
towards Elizabeth for the treatment her mother bestowed on herself and her mother, Katherine 
(Porter, 2007). However, it appears that Mary treated Elizabeth fair in most matters. 
Additionally, Brooks-Hunt (1901) adds that Mary said, “‘Never,’ she said, when she was queen, 
‘if she could help it, should Elizabeth succeed. Catholic or no Catholic, she resolved to take 
every step in her power to prevent her sister ever reigning England” (p. 147). It is most likely 
true that Mary would have preferred or even wished to leave her kingdom to a son, or even a 
daughter of her own. Mary did not want to leave her kingdom to Elizabeth because she was 
Protestant. It does not appear, in any previous text, that Mary took such a strong stance even if 
Elizabeth were a Catholic.   
This account paints Mary as ever willing to charge her sister with treason (Brooks-Hunt, 
1901). According to Brooks-Hunt (1901) the queen’s “Majesty was fully determined she should 
to go the Tower” (p. 155). This is in direct contrast to additional texts, especially Strickland, 
which argues that Mary looked for alternatives before sending her sister to be imprisoned in the 
Tower of London (Strickland, 1868; also supported by Ronald, 2012).  
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 When Wyatt was convicted of treason and sentenced to death, many supposed he would 
implicate Elizabeth in his plot in order to alleviate some of the blame. However, he professed her 
innocence until the moment of his execution. Brooks-Hunt (1901) writes: 
Every effort continued to be made to bribe or persuade Wyatt into saying something 
which would so implicate the Princess Elizabeth and Courtenay in his plot as to make it 
possible for both of them to be impeached and condemned as traitors. But when he was 
on the scaffold he declared on his oath as a dying man, that whereas it was started abroad 
that could assure them that neither they nor any other now yonder in hold or durance had 
been privy of his rising before it began. (p. 160) 
This shows allegiance to Elizabeth and perhaps an allegiance towards Elizabeth’s cause and 
eventual accession as Queen of England. This is consistent with the other texts, Wyatt never 
implicated Elizabeth in his uprising and there was never sufficient evidence to convict the 
princess of treason (Brooks-Hunt, 1901; also supported by Gregory, 2011).  
 
History of Two Queens: Catharine of Aragon and Anne Boleyn by William H. Dixon 
 This account was included in the analysis because it illustrates Henry’s love and 
allegiance to Katherine of Aragon in the beginning of his reign and marriage to her. Dixon 
(1874) writes, “The summer and autumn slipt [sic] away in pastimes which a youthful court 
could share with a more youthful King and Queen. Life and love were new to them, and love was 
sweeter to the Queen than life” (Boker, 1874, p. 1). This is consistent with Strickland’s account 
of the young King Henry and Queen Katherine; they enjoyed each other’s company thoroughly 
and were in love with one another. Again, Boker (1874) writes of this perfect pair, “A merry life 
the bride and bridegroom lived at Greenwich; one day paddling on the stream, with mimes and 
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minstrels on a second barge; the next day masquerading with their knights and damsels through 
the summer woods” (p. 25). 
Boker (1874) goes on to say, “‘I love him,’ Catharine wrote with her full heart; ‘yes, love 
him more deeply than I love myself.’ Henry was no less fond of her. ‘If I were free to choose 
again’ he said, ‘I would take her for my wife before any other woman in the world’” (p. 3). This 
illustrates Henry’s allegiance to Katherine, his first wife, and confirms Henry’s devotion to 
Katherine, if like he said, was free to choose a wife again, which is also written in Cavendish’s 
biography of Cardinal Wolsey (Cavendish, 1901).  
 Boker (1874) writes that, “Beyond the feelings of his youth, the novelty of his reign, and 
the exuberance of his love, the King enjoyed a legacy of romance from his father, which he 
nursed with a peculiar zeal. That royal mystic had been true in death to the least selfish passion 
in his life” (pp. 3 – 4). While this particular quote does not fit into one of the established themes, 
sub-themes or meta-themes, it supports the idea that Henry was a romantic and wanted a 
marriage based on love, apparently, similar to his own father.  
 Katherine herself also appears equally enamored with Henry when they were a young 
couple. Boker (1874) writes of Katherine: 
Nor was the Queen a stranger to this romance of his youth. A sister of the Order of St. 
Francis, who had taken on herself monastic vows, she was by birth and policy a daughter 
of the Church. (p. 4) 
This also illustrates Katherine’s life-long commitment to the Catholic Church. A commitment 
she held on to until her death and eventually passed on to her daughter, Mary (Meyer, 2010; 
Porter, 2007). However, this account also exhibits the change in demeanor Henry felt towards 
Katherine. Boker (1874) writes, “Henry, said this agent, would annul his marriage on the ground 
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that Catharine was his brother’s widow, and that all his children perished at their birth” (p. 201). 
Additionally, Boker (1874) writes, “For nearly three years after Mary’s birth, the King was 
fretting himself into a fever with the hope that boys would follow. No man every pined for sons 
as Henry pined” (p. 243). This supports a transition in Henry’s goals as a man and monarch, and 
perhaps a reinterpretation of his current roles.  
 In terms of Anne Boleyn and her pivotal relationship with Henry, Boker (1874) writes in 
support of the breakup of Anne and Henry Percy, “Anne was removed from court by Wolsey’s 
orders, so that Percy might not see her more” (p. 317). This is consistent with other accounts 
used in this study, mostly from the 19th century. Boker does not include much of Anne’s life after 
Henry was actively courting her; instead, this account provided more of a background of both 
these queens. However, this record provided the researcher with further confirmation of events 
during the beginning of Henry’s reign, as listed above.  
 
Selected Biographies 
The Myth of Bloody Mary by Linda Porter 
 An apparent biased view on Mary’s life and reign, Porter aimed at rehabilitating Mary’s 
image as the first English queen. This is a contemporary and complicated account of the much-
maligned princess turned queen. Porter’s aim was to clarify some key issues and events during 
Mary’s life, which have since been blackened and criticized because perhaps, these issues or 
events were not fully understood. However, most of the information in this biography is 
consistent with the primary and secondary sources and the literature review of this study. 
 Throughout the text, there were many instances of both betrayals and allegiances with a 
reoccurring theme of cruelty. Again, with Mary’s submission, she immediately forged a lifelong 
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alliance with Rome, who never dismissed or abandoned Mary and her mother’s case. 
Additionally, emerging themes of pride and jealousy occurred namely with Henry, Katherine of 
Aragon, Anne Boleyn, and Mary. Anne appeared jealous of Mary. Porter (2007) writes, “The 
imperial ambassador thought Mary that Anne already hated Mary more than Katherine, because 
she still had her father’s affections” (p. 74). These two themes fit within the power struggle 
between these individuals at the time of the divorce proceedings, the marriage of Henry and 
Anne, the bastardization of Mary, and the banishment of Katherine. The power struggle begins 
with Henry when his treatment towards Katherine of Aragon and Mary becomes cruel as he 
changes his demeanor when they do not submit to his wishes. Porter (2007) illustrates this in 
regards to Katherine: 
Henry, however, had had enough. His wife’s stubbornness and refusal to submit to his 
authority, the persistence of Anne Boleyn, his own resentment of imperial inference and 
papal vacillation, all provoked him into making a decision that had been years coming. 
(p. 75) 
These factors exacerbate Henry’s overall transformation into the man he became later in his 
reign.  During the same time, Mary also became insubordinate to his wishes, which led to her 
cruel treatment. Porter (2007) writes: 
Everything now hinged on Mary’s acceptance of her father’s orders. Compliance with his 
commands would have left Mary to continue her life much as she had done before. But it 
would also have meant acknowledging her own illegitimacy and the invalidity of her 
mother’s marriage. (p. 91) 
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Consistent with other literature on this subject or power struggle between Mary and Henry, it 
appears there would have been peace if Mary completely submitted to Henry and his wishes, a 
theme or concept that reoccurs with Henry’s wives and his friends. 
 
Henry VIII: The King and his Court by Alison Weir 
 Mentioned earlier in the analysis of the texts, Henry sought out to marry for love (Weir, 
2010; also supported by Starkey, 2011). Even in his one arranged marriage to Anne of Cleves, he 
immediately dismissed her and sought a way out of the marriage when he felt no attraction to his 
bride to be (Warnicke, 2000). Although, Katherine of Aragon was originally promised to married 
Henry’s older brother, Arthur, Henry still fell in love with his ex-sister in law before they were 
married in 1509. Evidence supporting this claim is clear in Weir’s (2010) account below: 
Henry was fond of telling people that ‘he loved true where he did marry.’ He wrote to 
Katherine’s father, “If I were still free, I would choose her for wife before all others” (p. 
15). 
If this is true, which it appears to be, Henry betrayed Katherine and treated her cruelly during the 
end of their marriage. Thus, these two emerging meta-themes are consistent with the family 
dynamics and conflict of Henry’s court. This is further evident in how much time he spent with 
his chosen queen (Katherine) at the beginning of their marriage. According to Weir (2001), 
“After each midday meal he was usually to be found in the Queen’s apartments, discussing 
politics, theology, or books, receiving visitors, or just ‘taking his pleasure as usual with the 
Queen.’ Often he took his supper there, and he always joined Katherine for Vespers. His chief 
desire was to please her” (p. 15). There appears to be a drastic change, which took over Henry 
regarding his treatment of his wife during the late 1520s, early 1530s. This is consistent with the 
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theory of Henry’s personal transformation occurring during that time due to a lack of submission 
from those closest to him. 
In terms of Henry’s relationship with Anne of Cleves, this is another marriage that 
revealed Henry’s true character, consistent with the other sources, Henry was anxious to meet 
Anne of Cleves upon her arrival (Weir, 2001). Weir (2001) writes, “Later that day, having 
learned that Anne of Cleves was at Rochester, the impatient King left the festivities and galloped 
off with a few gentlemen and a gift of furs to greet his bride and ‘nourish love’” (p. 418, also 
supported by Warnicke, 2000). Upon laying eyes on his bride to be,” Henry took and instant 
aversion to her and left as soon as courtesy permitted, taking his furs with him” (Weir, 2001, p. 
419). This is consistent with the other sources and accounts of their first encounter. Also 
consistent was Henry’s plans for her impending coronation. Weir (2001) writes, “The King had 
already abandoned plans for her coronation” (p. 423; also supported by Warnicke, 2000). As was 
described, in the other secondary and primary sources for this study, there is no evidence of 
Anne’s reaction to Henry in this book. However, Henry’s reaction to Anne is consistent 
throughout the sources. 
Conclusion 
 This chapter served as a way to include all the supporting quotes, which are imperative to 
the study and understanding the true nature of Henry and Mary. The transformation chapters 
highlight the primary theme throughout the analysis, which is transformation. However, the sub-
themes, or contributing themes, as well as the meta-themes included in this study are also 
imperative in understanding the psychosocial meanings stemming from these main themes, 
which contribute to the level of cruelty exhibited by Henry and perhaps, Mary. The next chapter 
will review the primary research question for this study and will include the final analysis and 
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findings for this historical study as well. While some of these quotations may seem like minor 
supporting evidence, they assist in creating a larger theme or concept once put into context of the 
story. The next chapter will use all of the evidence from the transformation chapters as well as 
the sub-theme chapter to answer the proposed research question for this study. 
 The idea of transformations leads to distinction between revised versions of conflict 
transformation. As Jeong (2000) writes, “In transformative framework, identity and power 
relations continue to be re-negotiates in an on-going process of resolving conflict” (p. 38). This 
quote supports the theme of power relations, however, while the conflict is not solved, it supports 
the idea that power relations and to some degree, identity, are contributing factors to 
transformation and transformative framework. Alternatively, transformations due to role conflict, 
which is more commonly exhibited with Mary. The last connection between transformations and 
roles is the sub theory of identity conflict, which filters into possible transformations or offers an 
alternative explanation to the transformation.  
 Below will be the themes chart, which first appeared in the introduction chapter of this 
study. The chart will reconfirm how the reoccurring themes are placed in order of hierarchy are 
relevance to the study. 
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Political 
Transformation 
Religious 
Transformation 
Personal 
Transformation 
Cruelty Violence Jealousy Pride Perserverance Suspicion Conscience 
Intrafamilial Power Betrayal/Allegiance 
Monarchial Power 
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Chapter 10 
Data Analysis and Presentation 
 There were numerous primary documents used in this study, documents written during 
the reigns of Henry and Mary and various documents written about their reigns during the early 
to late nineteenth century. All proved useful in some capacity, though some had more apparent 
biases than others did, and some addressed specialized aspects of each monarch’s reign. Even the 
primary sources used in this study, eyewitnesses to the events of the Tudor courts, present their 
own level of bias and perhaps flawed reporting of events. The secondary sources used for this 
study, written often centuries after Tudor England, presented the biases and maligned 
perceptions of historical recollection. The selected biographies used in this study put each of the 
original documents into context, as they are often hard to decipher without a point of reference. 
Each of the sources tackled varying perceptions of complicated events and relationships amongst 
the royal family, the ministers of the court, and fellow sovereigns of the time.  
The primary sources used for Henry and Mary included accounts on both their domestic 
affairs as well as international affairs. Although this study primarily focuses on the cruelty within 
their family structure, it was important to consider and examine if there were any broader 
reoccurring themes in terms of their dealings with their own subjects and those abroad in 
neighboring realms. Consequently, as it turns out in the case of Mary, her relationship with 
Protestant leaders in neighboring realms was significant to consider based on her violent crusade 
against her Protestant subjects in her own realm. There appears to be a difference in how she 
dealt with Protestant fellow sovereigns and how she dealt with her Protestant subjects. For 
Henry, his foreign affairs revealed a pattern, whereas originally Henry appeared to be seeking 
peace agreements with neighboring countries. However, after Henry's personal and political 
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transformation, these peace agreements eventually stopped, and Henry's dealings with his fellow 
sovereigns (the kings of France and Spain) became more hostile, perhaps as a part of his political 
transformation.  
Particular recurring themes emerged, for example, “power” or closely linked terms such 
as “despotism,” as was evident in Morely’s nineteenth century work, The Early Tudors, which 
showed that resistance and recognition for power during Tudor England was undeniable and 
deeply embedded in the lives of those who struggled through this violent and uncertain time in 
history. Again, in Linda Porter’s modern account of the life and reign of Mary I, the word 
“power” occurred so frequently that it was impossible to deny this theme as a driving force 
behind the violence and cruelty of time, especially during Mary’s reign. All of the documents 
unequivocally possessed an underlying theme of power and often depicted elements of allegiance 
and therefore betrayal, especially within the family structure and most certainly with the deaths 
or executions of two of Henry’s wives. 
The research question for this study asks:  
RQ1: What are the psychosocial meanings stemming from religion, politics, family dynamics, 
and/or other factors underpinning a unitary actor or representative’s cruel treatment of their 
family, when they act in loyalty to a role which is based on traditional authority? In addition, this 
research considers how role theory adds to our understanding of those meanings. 
Themes 
 Central themes can be discussed individually; however, they also entwine throughout the 
narratives these documents offer to researchers. Transformation, a major theme, though less 
often identified by these authors, demonstrates the way both adherence to traditional political and 
family roles and divergence from these roles’ traditions fed a social dynamic in Tudor England 
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that left the nation’s character changed irrevocably. In addition, the sibling themes of allegiance 
and betrayal display the expressive and repressive dynamics of interpersonal relationships 
between the major players in this historical narrative that account for goals realized and goals 
frustrated, and the ensuing conditions of the state that were shaped decisively by the actions and 
reactions of a few dominant personalities. 
 To simplify the complexities of familial, sociopolitical, and religious-political shifts in 
this narrative, it is helpful to look at the struggles through which these changes were enacted. 
This will support a historical perception that accounts for the complexities of opposing beliefs 
without sacrificing analytic clarity and dispassionate historical accuracy. In this way, we can 
more clearly derive from the historical record an analysis of the intergenerational, interfaith 
battles at the highest level of British society in the Tudor period that more fully account for the 
human strength and weaknesses that drive major historical entities. In other words, a theoretical 
understanding of historic dynamics of the Tudor transition would be impoverished without 
seeing the way contention between two sides of a series of specific conflicts generated the results 
that the historical record honors.   
Findings and Applied Analysis 
 The applicability of these two monarchs’ lives to modern day conflict and troubles may 
not be apparently clear to the reader. However, these two monarchs were selected for this study 
because their lives and the circumstances in which they rules included themes and factors related 
to elements rooted in conflict; these factors include personal or often familial conflict, religious 
conflict, and political conflict. In the modern era, it is rare that these issues overlap in the way 
that they did during sixteenth century England. Additionally, the themes that emerged through 
the analysis are relevant themes in modern day conflict, at a personal, organizational, and 
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international level. Transformation, a main reoccurring theme, added to role theory in that it 
evoked Henry’s identities and created a conflict with Mary’s roles as she endured her father’s 
personal, political, and religious transformations. The sub-themes and meta-themes that emerged 
from this study contributed to these transformations and were evoked when particular roles, or in 
Henry’s case, identities, became clearer and more refined. Script theory did not directly apply to 
findings, but was included in the literature as a supporting or sub-theory of role theory, the 
primary theoretical framework for this study. 
 In answering the proposed research question for this study, the findings are complex, as is 
the personal nature of these two monarchs. First, to be put into perspective, both of these 
individuals were born on the cusp of medieval times, where politics and religion overlapped and 
were a constant part of everyday life, not only for monarchs but also for their subjects. There was 
no such thing as religious tolerance, and women were viewed as weak and unfit to rule. Both 
Henry and his daughter, Mary, were born into Catholic royal families where they received the 
best education available and often sought solace in religion. Through their authoritative claims to 
the English government (monarchy) by means of traditional domination derived by luck of birth, 
religion and politics would always play a role in both their lives. 
  Their childhoods were the foundations for their upbringing and personal experiences, 
whether by their own choice, or in Mary’s case, the choices of her father. These personal 
experiences transformed both of these royals into something different and perhaps unexpected 
than what was most likely envisioned for their destinies. The reoccurring and predominant 
themes throughout their reigns and lives appear consistent despite the fact both their narratives 
changed drastically throughout their lifetimes. However, the point or year of transformation or 
even the reasons behind such transformations are debatable; what is evident through the text is 
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that these two individuals encountered conflicts within their roles as monarchs and individuals, 
which affected their policies in government.  
The point of transformation or the reasons for transformation cannot be simply proved 
based on the texts used for this study; however, contributing factors that may have led to a 
change in character is evident through events recorded during their lifetimes. For example, Anne 
Boleyn’s personal and political transformation from Katherine of Aragon’s maid of honor to 
Queen of England appears concurrently with Henry’s personal transformation, and eventual 
political and religious transformation. Additionally, Anne’s transformation and monarchial 
power as she began to fear her position at court and acted cruelly towards Mary fuelled 
contributing factors leading to Mary’s personal transformation, which again, like her father, led 
England through a religious and political transformation. The personal transformations especially 
are important and crucial in answering what psychosocial meanings stem from religion, politics, 
and family dynamics in underpinning a unitary actor, such as a monarch, or representative’s 
cruel treatment of their family, in an act of loyalty. In this case, these two leaders are monarchs, 
meaning that their power was derived from traditional authority; they were not elected leaders 
but sat in power at a time where it was believed that one’s power was derived from God. The 
transformation theme in this study has acted as a primary theme because transformation occurred 
in so many forms, political transformation, religious transformation, and personal transformation, 
which led to the ultimate answer to the research question.  
For a personal transformation to be concrete and without question, the researcher would 
have to interview an individual. This was not possible for this study. In this case, primary 
documents are the only lens into the real characters of Henry VIII and Mary I, and these 
documents do not offer a clear picture of these individual’s characters. Much is unknown, 
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especially in terms of what was spoken by Henry and Mary; we only have records of what was 
spoken and heard by someone who thought enough to write it down, which makes for a difficult 
job in pinpointing the psychosocial meanings leading to their alleged cruel treatment of others. 
 The data from the primary sources gives some contradictory evidence. The researcher 
took into account the year the document was written, the apparent or non-apparent bias in the 
document, and the overall tone of the document in order to weigh and balance the best possible 
explanation regarding the evidence or event. For example, during her short reign, Mary acted 
extremely leniently in many instances towards those who conspired against her; however, she 
also signed the execution papers for the burnings of over three hundred Protestants. Some of the 
documents paint Mary as being lonely for most of her marriage, while other documents record 
the king and queen together quite often. Henry’s patterns are a little more consistent, or 
predictably unpredictable. He clearly became more violent in the later years of his reign. His 
leniency towards Wolsey and his disinterest in government affairs is consistent in all of the 
sources. He appears to have been more impulsive and cruel towards those around him starting in 
1531 when he was not receiving immediate results from his advisers and trusted councilors 
regarding his divorce from Katherine. There is also reason to consider that none of these 
documents, including the secondary sources, are objective lenses on these individuals’ behaviors. 
The same people may meet Henry and Mary and walk away with two different perceptions of 
these monarchs. None of the primary and secondary sources are wrong or unhelpful; all of these 
documents lend an important perspective in understanding the nature of Henry and Mary.  
It is also evident from the documents that there were defining points of political and 
religious transformations in Tudor England. In this century, religion and politics overlapped 
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consistently, and by default, monarchs’ personal transformations overlapped with religion and 
politics, as was indisputably seen with Henry and somewhat evident in Mary.  
Henry 
 Henry’s story is complex and is the subject of much debate today. It appears clear that 
Henry at least transformed or changed during the course of his life. He changed from the man he 
was when he first ascended to the throne to the man he became when he died in 1547. However, 
there is some debate as to whether or not he went through a complete personal transformation or 
if he simply changed and his already present qualities became more pronounced after a certain 
age. This could be due in part to a role conflict or identity conflict that Henry experienced as he 
aged, which was not hypothesized when this study first commenced; whereas he was unable to 
control some qualities he possessed earlier in life. Based on the document used in this study, it 
appears that Henry’s roles, interpretations of roles, and perhaps, role conflicts (if applicable) 
brought or surfaced traits that were already presented in a more acute and inhumane manner. In 
this regard, his transformation(s) may have been a contributing factor to his cruelty, but not 
necessarily the source of his cruelty. All the documents used in this study prove that Henry’s 
behavior was consistent in appearing predictably unpredictable. It appears rather than 
encountering an issue with his roles and therefore experiencing a role conflict, Henry 
experienced issues with his identity as he took on more roles as he sought vocation through being 
a defender of the Catholic faith, a war hero, a father, and eventually Supreme Head of the Church 
of England. 
 It is undisputable that a religious and political transformation occurred under the reign of 
Henry VIII. It was theorized earlier that both transformations were a result of Henry’s personal 
transformation. However, if Henry did not transform and instead, just simply changed or grew 
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into himself, then those alterations in Henry’s character and demeanor were inevitable and took 
place independent from Henry’s additional transformation regarding religion and politics.  
 Based on the nature of the times in which Henry lived, his political and religious beliefs 
and transformations would lend some insight as to the psychosocial meanings behind his cruel 
treatment of others. In present day, Henry would never be an elected leader of a country. Henry’s 
extreme and violent behavior would not be permitted from a modern day national leader. The 
current British monarch, Queen Elizabeth II, holds no real active power in either government or 
the judicial system; she is merely a figurehead. Thus, in considering the psychosocial meanings 
stemming from a combination of religion, politics, and family dynamics, the context and times in 
which Henry lived would have to be taken into account. In Henry’s era, political threats were a 
real and present danger. Those who could usurp the crown, which was the seat of government, 
posed a serious threat and were often executed as a means of precautionary measures. Kings and 
queens may have derived their power from God, as they believed, but they were still human and 
could therefore be eliminated. Often, as in the case with Mary’s governess, Countess Salisbury, 
royal blood is enough for trumped up charges and an execution whether or not a crime actually 
took place.  
 Henry’s court, especially post-Reformation, was a place for religious and political 
factions to war against one another, most specifically the Catholics also known as Papists and the 
Reformers at the court, who were often referred to as heretics depending on how left their beliefs 
leaned. These factions were formed and developed in the hopes of swaying the King and 
ultimately, the government towards their own religious leanings. This is evident in the constant 
battle amongst the religious leanings of Henry’s queens, as was described in almost all of the 
sources used for this study, especially those of the Victorian Era, the secondary sources. 
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However, with the esteem that came with this political power, there also came a grave threat to 
one’s life if that faction or political view was not in favor or if the opposing party gained strength 
to overthrow the enemy. However, as remarked by Strickland, there was no precedent for 
executing one’s spouse, let alone the Queen of England. While politics was a violent and 
dangerous game during medieval and pre-modern England, political executions were usually 
reserved for men and leaders of a high rank as the record reveals from the centuries before 
Henry’s lifetime. For a King of England to execute his wife exhibits an overlapping of this 
political power game as well as personal matters, which deeply affected King Henry as a man 
and husband, a role conflict or confusion in identity which better explains such extreme 
measures of personal violence. In order for Henry to sanction the execution of two of his wives, 
family dynamics would have to be a contributing source to his psychosocial issues. 
Anne as a catalyst for transformation 
 A major contributing factor to Henry’s transformations was his second wife, Anne 
Boleyn, whose character remains as controversial as Henry. In this regard, the researcher must 
fully consider the idea of roles and role interpretation. Anne was a major influence on Henry’s 
transformations, thus Henry’s role in marriage may have shifted or his role was rather, modified 
by Anne. His role as husband did not change from one wife to another, rather, the nature of the 
wife changed the interpretation of Henry’s role as a husband. This perhaps has more to do with 
role interpretation within the context of identity than rather, a role conflict or the traditional 
concept of role theory. Henry’s underlying characteristics and identities were evoked after his 
transformations, his roles did not altar based on his relationships, rather the interpretation of his 
roles changed within his relationships, especially within his marriage to Anne thus leading to the 
three-fold transformation, which would change Henry and his realm for the rest of his life. None 
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of the sources used for this study presented a consistent and clear picture of Anne’s personality 
or character. Although reportedly well educated and sophisticated, Anne represented the ‘other 
woman’ during Henry’s marriage to his first wife, Katherine of Aragon. The story of Henry and 
Anne, serving as a romantic fairytale gone wrong, also illustrates Henry’s changeable character 
and all three transformations that took place during Henry’s lifetime, with Anne serving as the 
catalyst for all avenues of transformation. Henry looked to religion and therefore his religious 
reforms as a way to rectify issues in his personal life, especially his marriages. He often referred 
to his conscience as being as source of trauma or discomfort and a reason for divorce or 
execution. 
 Henry was already beginning to fear his own mortality by the time he started seriously 
pursuing Anne in the mid 1520s. Anne must have represented a future for Henry as a husband, a 
father, and as a king, incorporating most or all of his roles, which he would not have achieved if 
he remained in his marriage to Katherine due his waning love for her and her inability to produce 
more children. Throughout his courtship of Anne, his feelings towards her did not waver and he 
accepted her reformed views on religion and recognized that the Catholic Church required a 
reformation. While Anne was beginning to gain power, wearing purple, the color of royalty, and 
keeping her own apartments at court, she represented the reformed religion and gained a number 
of followers. At the same time, she also created a number of enemies, which would eventually 
lead to her demise. It was during Anne’s height of power that the political and religious factions 
began to emerge at court and Henry’s reformation in England began to unravel.  
Year of Personal Transformation 
 Many scholars debate the exact year of Henry’s transformation and the nature of his 
transformation and if one existed at all, which was discussed earlier in this study. This is most 
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likely because Henry’s political, personal, and religious transformations all occurred within a 
few years of one another, creating an overall question as to what really happened to Henry 
beginning in 1529 that caused him to change so drastically. Other than the few historians such as 
Hilary Mantel and Alison Weir who believe Henry never went through a transformation, but 
instead remained consistent, all other Tudor scholars pinpoint a year following 1529.  
 In Henry’s case, the psychosocial factors stemming from religion, politics, and family 
dynamics, a supporting aspect of personal transformation, all appear to have contributed equally, 
if not close to equally, in his cruel treatment towards others, which appears to be a personality 
trait of his even before his personal transformation. Using Anne as a catalyst for Henry’s three-
fold transformation, his redefined or re-interpreted role as husband when he married Anne set 
about a transformation which was not only personal, but became political and religious as he set 
about breaking from the Catholic Church and establishing the Church of England with himself as 
the Supreme Head. This is consistent with Alison Weir and Hilary Mantel. This is most likely 
why a conflict with Henry’s identity or identities took place, a sub-theory of role theory, after his 
transformations. This could be an alternative explanation to his behavior, as opposed to the 
already explored explanations or theories on Henry’s erratic and unpredictable behavior, which 
include medical conditions and a series of external factors such as Kyra Kramer and Suzannah 
Lipscomb’s explanations. In terms of identity, his marriage to Anne, which was a reinterpretation 
of his role as husband invoked more than one identity, which is consisted with Stryker’s theory 
on identities and the salience hierarchy. These identities created by Henry’s re-defined role as 
husband (for a second time) was invoked by himself  as he devised his roles and interpreted the 
role behavior of others, which at this time in his life, mainly include his ex-wife, Katherine of 
Aragon, his new Reformer wife, Anne Boleyn, and his increasingly obstinate daughter, Mary. 
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Furthermore, also in line with Stryker’s theory of identity, when Henry broke from the structural 
constraints of the Catholic Church and his diplomatic marriage to the Spanish Katherine of 
Aragon, he had more choices in an identity, which often evokes more than one identity.  
 Family dynamics would certainly contribute to Henry’s personal transformation, which 
began to take place when he felt disillusioned or dissatisfied with his marriage to Katherine of 
Aragon, which according to the primary and secondary sources would be some time in 
1525/1526, at the age of 34 or 35, a couple of years following the Field of Cloth of God. 
According to the majority of primary source and all of the secondary sources, Henry’s 
interpretation of his role or pre-destiny as a monarch was to marry for political strength and for 
dynastic power. Marriages neutralized external threats, while strengthening both countries’ 
power and allegiances towards one another. In marrying Anne Boleyn, Henry chose to step 
outside his interpretation of his role as a monarch who marries for dynastic reasons and change 
his family dynamics, and thus the dynamics of his country. Again, without these structural 
constraints, Henry was able to evoke more than one identity.  
 Henry’s unexplainable and still questionable behavior begins to coincide with these new 
changes. Henry becomes more child-like, suspicious, jealous, and even at times, insecure during 
the late 1520s and the early 1530s, the years of his divorce proceedings and the beginning of his 
second marriage, which are 1529-1534. His child-like behavior is in regards to his impatience 
and misunderstanding of the implications in divorcing Katherine of Aragon and marrying for 
love instead of politics. Additionally, Henry became insecure and suspicious about his daughter, 
Mary and her mother, Katherine of Aragon, perhaps conspiring against him and thus forbidding 
them to see one another. Again, this is consistent with the previous Tudor scholars as well as the 
years that coincide with Henry’s discontent in his marriage and his budding interesting in Anne 
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Boleyn.  Medical Anthropologist, Kyra Kramer, hypothesized that McLeod Syndrome, which 
leads to paranoia, irrationality, and depression, all aspects that lead to cruelty, brought on this 
behavior and behavioral traits. This would also coincide with the transformational years because 
as Kramer states, the age of 40 is when McLeod Syndrome really begins to manifest and Henry 
turned 40 in 1531. However, despite Lipscomb’s specific year of 1536, based on the available 
sources used for this study, the transformational period for Henry cannot be pinpointed to a 
particular year or a particular medical condition, as he was never exhumed in order to confirm 
this.  
 Instead, his transformational period, personal, religious, and political was something that 
transpired over a couple of years during his late thirties and early forties and culminated during 
his marriage to Anne Boleyn, when he was 42 years old. During those years, Henry became 
increasingly cruel to Katherine, especially when she did not agree to the divorce; he banished his 
long-time friend Wolsey from court; Anne introduced him to the reformed faith, jumpstarting the 
English Reformation; and lastly and most importantly, he became interested in managing his 
own government, illustrating all three main transformational themes. By the time of Katherine’s 
death in January 1536, Anne Boleyn’s execution in May 1536, and the death of his illegitimate 
son, Henry Fitzroy in the summer of 1536, Henry was already transformed due to his conflict 
with his role reinterpretations once he married Anne. Once breaking free from the structural 
constraints of the Pope and a dynastic marriage, Henry evoked numerous identities (Supreme 
Head of the Catholic Church, father to two more children, and eventually the reinterpretation of 
husband four more times), which went beyond a simple concept of role conflict. Henry’s already 
present underlying characteristics of cruelty, jealousy, and suspicion were already part of his 
decision making process and thus the most crucial psychosocial traits that led to his 
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transformation in politics, religion, and family. The evocation of these underlying characteristics 
appears to have also evoked more than one identity, which was revealed throughout different 
parts of his reign. However, the transformation, which broke Henry from these structural 
constraints, is what evoked this numerous identities.  
 In addition, Henry had a low tolerance for frustration, which is evident by his lack of 
patience during his divorce and need to dissolve of his wives. While everyone around him was 
forced to persevere in difficult times, Henry did not allow himself the challenge of perseverance, 
it was only inflicted on others, namely his wives and his daughter, Mary. 
Henry’s Psychosocial Meanings or Characteristics  
 There may never be an explanation as to where these characteristics came from, if they 
were sudden, if they were always present, or if they were brought on by a medical condition such 
as the one hypothesized by Kramer. However, at the time of his cruel and violent behavior in 
question, they were part of Henry’s character and psyche that contributed to his decisions and led 
to the execution of two wives and numerous friends. Mental illness is nearly impossible to 
diagnose in someone who has been dead for over four hundred years, so the characteristics in 
question will just have to be included in Henry’s character as a personality and his perceived 
numerous identities, which caused conflicts, evoked by these underlying psychosocial 
characteristics. These characteristics, serving as contributing themes, are present in all aspects of 
Henry’s three transformations. The traits of suspicion, jealousy and cruelty are crucial in 
understanding Henry’s transformations and the psychosocial meanings behind his actions.  
 To Henry, the religious and political transformation stemmed from his personal life. The 
religious transformation went underway because Henry needed to break from the Catholic 
Church in order to marry Anne Boleyn and then became increasingly suspicious and paranoid 
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towards her, accusing her of affairs with five other men and plotting his death. These were the 
allegations that she was formally charged with, then convicted of and executed, along with her 
“accomplices” in May 1536. Henry’s murder or legal execution of Anne was the ultimate 
betrayal and therefore depicted him as a murderous tyrant for future historians to debate.  
 
 
The political transformation created at Henry’s court was born out of rival religious factions 
warring for political power after his marriage to Anne Boleyn, which is indisputable based on all 
the sources used for this study. Henry’s cruel treatment towards his daughter Mary was a result 
of her objection to his changes and her failure to recognize her father as head of the reformed 
church in England, an additional role he took on in the early 1530s. Mary’s unhappiness due to 
her degraded station and her parent’s divorce is clear in the secondary sources, and most 
importantly, evident in the letter written to Henry in June 1536. 
 The characteristic of cruelty was arguably always present with Henry, that trait does not 
appear to just coincide with his transformation. With this assumption, Alison Weir and Hilary 
Henry concerned about no 
legitimate male heir; he begins 
to quetion his marriage of 
Katherine of Aragon. 
Henry falls in love with Anne 
Boleyn sometime in the mid 
1520s and begins to actively 
seek a divorce from Katherine 
in 1527. 
Henry does not receive a 
divorce from Katherine of 
Aragon by the Pope so he 
breaks from the Catholic 
Church, establishes the Church 
of England. 
Henry does not produce the 
much-hoped for male heir 
during his marriage to Anne. He 
becomes increasingly paranoid 
and suspicious. Anne is 
executed on May 19, 1536. 
In the Fall of 1536 there was an 
uprising against Henry's 
religious and political policies. 
At this time, Henry's personal, 
political and religious 
transformation was complete. 
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Mantel’s theory on Henry’s personality is accurate. The example of Henry executing the Duke of 
Buckingham early in his reign, which is stated Morely’s The Early Tudors, supports this claim. 
However, cruelty in sixteenth century England takes on a different form than it would in modern 
day society. Punishments for minor offenses resulted in amputations and even at times, death. 
Henry was different in that his cruelty was also often emotionally cruel towards not just common 
criminals on the streets of London, but towards his family, namely his wives. Again, his cruelty, 
which may differ from sixteenth century Europe, was personal and therefore those in his 
personal circle became victims of this trait. His cruel actions became most evident, not out of 
random and misplaced cruelty, but most likely in times where he felt slighted or insecure about 
his situation, again perhaps more an issue of identity conflict within the context of structural 
constraints rather than simply being an issue with his roles. The supporting evidence of his cruel 
actions is clear in his treatment of Mary and the execution of two of his wives. In this case, no 
further evidence is required for this assumption because as Strickland wrote, Henry’s execution 
of Anne Boleyn and Katherine Howard was unprecedented.  
 It could also be argued that Henry began to feel insecure, as a man, who therefore 
reinterpreted his role as a man, father, and husband, for not producing a male heir to succeed him 
after his death. With this in mind, Henry sought to divorce Katherine of Aragon and marry a 
younger woman, Anne Boleyn, in the hopes of producing a son. Although Henry did not begin to 
act cruelly towards Mary and Katherine until they both defied him, this illustrates again that 
Henry’s characteristics and traits were fuelled by personal offenses or slights that he perceived 
from others, which is indicative of his monarchial and intrafamilial power. His daughter and 
former wife did not obey him and therefore, he began to act cruelly towards them. It was also 
during this time that Henry began to become increasingly suspicious of those around him. This is 
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around the time that Henry was fully committed to marrying Anne Boleyn, a break from 
structural constraints and therefore releasing multiple identities and evoking these underlying 
characteristics which appear to have been always present in Henry’s character. In 1530, he 
banished Cardinal Wolsey from court on trumped up charges orchestrated by Wolsey’s enemies. 
However, perhaps one of the main reasons Henry betrayed and turned on his old friend was 
because Wolsey was unable to secure a divorce for Henry in order for him to marry Anne. 
Again, this questionably cruel treatment of Henry’s friend and advisor stemmed from personal 
feelings towards the Cardinal.  
 The execution of two of Henry’s wives is also an element of cruelty that occurred after 
his personal, religious, and political transformation. With Anne as the catalyst of his 
transformations, and the already present characteristics of cruelty, jealousy and suspicion, Henry 
justified murdering two of his wives primarily based on feelings of inadequacy and hurt. The 
cruelty is based on Henry’s actions, which are revealed and retold through the various texts and 
become indisputable evidence. It is indisputable that Anne Boleyn was executed in May 1536 
and it is indisputable that Katherine Howard was executed in February 1542. However, the 
reasons for Anne’s execution are still a topic of debate. What can definitely be inferred based on 
the texts used for this study is that Henry was tiring of Anne and meant to marry Jane Seymour, 
which again is indisputable because they were betrothed the day after Anne’s execution.  
 The additional factors contributing to Anne’s fall from power are not clear and may never 
be. Anne wielded a certain amount of political power in terms of the religious reformation at 
Henry’s court while queen. Her rising monarchial power, which was derived from Henry, could 
have been a focus of opposition for the Catholic faction, which contributed to her fall. The 
cruelty aspect of her demise was the method of her fall from grace and her eventual judicial 
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murder. Henry and Anne’s marriage was a real marriage in the sense that is was not contracted 
based on dynastic ambition, but it was one based on love. It would seem that Henry, after already 
creating numerous transformations throughout England, based on his personal desires or love, 
would not be content to cohabit with his wife, his second wife of his choice, and maintain 
relationships with women of his choosing (mistresses) for the means of keeping his marriage 
intact. Instead, true to his personal and sensitive demeanor, Henry wanted to be in love with his 
wives and therefore if he was no longer in love with Anne, he wanted out of the marriage. The 
charge of adultery and incest in which Anne Boleyn was convicted of at her trial creates an 
interesting paradox for Henry’s jealousy and overly suspicious behavior. These accusations most 
likely touched Henry, personally, as a man rather than monarch of sovereign. Thus, Henry acted 
as a disillusioned husband rather than a king wielding unlimited judicial and legal power.  
 The charges of adultery with five men and plotting to kill Henry, instead of convicting 
Anne of just simply treason, played on Henry’s insecurities, perhaps to make it easier for Henry 
to agree to her execution. If her enemies orchestrated Anne’s death, then the charges brought up 
on her coincide with Henry’s suspicious and insecure personality, which made it easier for her 
ultimate conviction. It appears once Henry decided that someone had betrayed him, personally, 
not even particularly at a political level, Henry meant to destroy that person and punish him or 
her for that betrayal. This could be classified as a face-saving or saving face method based on the 
emotional investment of this marriage, for which Henry risked so much in order to validate. 
Additionally, Henry’s cruelty took on an unusual personal level of destruction when he not only 
executed his second wife for alleged adultery and incest, but also his fifth wife for adultery as 
well. Anne’s execution could be explained with some other contributing factors, for example, her 
rising power at court or even her inability to provide Henry with a male heir. However, the 
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execution of Henry’s fifth wife, Katherine Howard, who was barely twenty years old at the time 
of her death, wielded no political power, which lends a new perspective on Henry’s character 
and what it meant for him to murder two of his wives.  
 Katherine Howard never promised Henry a male heir; in fact, by the time Henry married 
Katherine he already had his son, Edward, from Jane Seymour to succeed him on the throne. 
Additionally, while Katherine Howard’s family was one of the most powerful families in the 
country and represented the Catholic religion, Katherine herself does not appear to have either 
been devout in the Catholic or reformed faith. Instead, Katherine appears to have been executed 
for, at the very least, having relations with another man before being married to Henry. At the 
worst, Katherine was accused and convicted of carrying on with another sexual relationship with 
one of Henry’s courtiers, Thomas Culpepper. Again, instead of perhaps banishing Katherine to a 
nunnery or simply dissolving the marriage as if it had never been, Henry opted for murdering his 
fifth wife as a punishment for the humiliation and betrayal, perhaps another method of saving 
face. This illustrates the kind of personal emotion invested in Henry’s decisions, which took 
place at his own court. Personal emotions and insecurity played a predominant role in politics. 
Therefore, upon Henry’s sixth marriage to Katherine Parr, it became a law for the future wife of 
a king to disclose any past sexual experiences prior to the marriage, which is explained in both 
the primary and secondary sources. This would also support David Starkey’s claim that Henry 
was dramatic and beyond all else wanted to be famous. Whether or not Henry knew his actions 
would achieve him eternal infamy is unknown, however, his actions are vain enough to still 
support Starkey’s claims.  
 In addition, there is also a hint of these underlying characteristics in Henry’s fourth 
marriage to Anne of Cleves. It is not clear whether Henry initially rejected Anne or if Anne 
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rejected Henry. However, Henry painted himself as a victim in the situation; therefore, feeling 
mistreated and misled caused him to act out cruelly and could possibly be categorized as a role 
conflict between monarch and man. Henry referred to her as the “Flanders Mare,” suspected she 
was not a virgin, and reportedly found it difficult to consummate the marriage. Again, instead of 
willing himself to marry Anne for dynastic and political reasons, his personal feelings and traits 
inhabited him, and therefore caused the marriage to last for only six months. This could also be 
an identity conflict, as Henry was not himself as a sovereign required to marry for political 
reasons. By this time, Henry was already past his personal transformation and his cruelty and 
insecurities were already fully pronounced in his character. During his marriage to Anne of 
Cleves is when Henry fell in love with Katherine Howard, divorcing Anne and marrying 
Katherine, a woman of his own choosing. This is where Henry’s role conflict comes into play. 
Due to his investment in his own feelings, Henry could not seem to separate his identity as 
monarch with his identity as a husband and a man. Henry was married six times because instead 
of putting the affairs of state before his personal affairs, he sought to govern his country while 
hypothetically married to a woman of his own choosing whom he loved.  
 The transformations that coincided with his marriage to Anne Boleyn also support the 
psychosocial meanings behind his cruelty towards his family members because they were used 
as reasons for marriage, reasons for execution, reasons for divorce, and reasons for the alienation 
of Henry and his daughter, Mary. Henry’s cruelty towards Mary is another lens into his roles or 
identity and therefore overlaps with his transformations. It appears that initially, based on the 
secondary sources used for this study, when Henry sought a divorce from Mary’s mother, he was 
not cruel towards his daughter. Some texts, especially Linda Porter’s biography on Mary and two 
or three of the secondary sources, infer that Anne Boleyn facilitated the cruelty Mary endured 
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out of fear and jealousy, while some other texts reveal that perhaps Henry’s three-fold 
transformation also exasperated his already cruel temperament, which carried over to his 
relationship with Mary. In Mary’s submission letter to Henry, it appears that even without Anne 
Boleyn in the picture; Henry still demanded his daughter’s submission to his authority and rule. 
Mary admits to her parent’s marriage being unlawful, she admits to being disobedient towards 
her father, and she renounces papal authority in England, recognizing her father as Supreme 
Head of the Church of England.  
 It may be that Henry used Mary as an example. If the King’s own daughter disobeyed 
him and would not recognize the new laws and new religion, then how could the rest of England 
coincide with his wishes for political and religious transformation? The submission was not cruel 
by nature; the cruelty came with the physical threats of her courtiers towards Mary. Mary 
ultimately agreed to Henry’s terms for her own safety. As soon as Mary signed the submission, 
Henry and his third wife, Jane Seymour, a Catholic supporter, went to visit Mary in order to 
reconcile their relationship, which is consistent with all the texts used in this study. Soon after, 
once Jane became pregnant, Mary was the godmother at her younger brother’s christening, being 
fully restored to her father’s favors. Once Mary recognized her father’s authority and submitted 
to his will, then their relationship was drastically improved.  
 Again, the extremeness of Henry’s behavior towards his daughter would infer that all he 
required of Mary was her ultimate submission in order to support Henry’s own ego. The 
psychosocial meanings behind Henry’s treatment of Mary were, once again, personal and 
derived from characteristics already present, especially cruelty, in the monarch, but further 
exasperated through his transformations. In order to justify and solidify the political and religious 
changes in England, Henry needed Mary just as much as she needed him. For someone who 
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takes the actions of others personally, and his politics personally, Henry needed Mary’s 
submission in order to move forward with his personal relationship with his daughter and with 
his political and religious transformations, again perhaps a role conflict between father and 
monarch. It was most likely an issue with Henry’s identity as opposed to his roles, in line with 
Stryker’s theory on identity and salience hierarchy, which was explained earlier. Henry was able 
to move forward in his relationship with Mary after her compliance, the submission Mary made 
to Henry that summer of 1536 did not come at a price. When a family member changes their 
roles or undergoes a personal transformation, then the family dynamics are altered and family 
members begin to relate to one another differently.  Like Henry, Mary also went through a 
personal transformation. Similar to Henry, her transformation can be somewhat localized to a 
period in her life or a particular year of impact, which most likely snowballed into changing her 
dynamics with her younger sister, Elizabeth, and their sibling relationship, especially once Mary 
became queen.  
 Mary’s life and story greatly differ from Henry’s. Before this study was conducted, the 
researcher viewed Mary much like the villain that society has portrayed her as after her death. 
However, Mary’s story was much more complicated and dramatic than popular culture often 
depicts. Mary’s transformations were more of a result of external factors, which were facilitated 
by her father’s transformations. Being a child and under her father’s watch, Mary was subject to 
any changes or transformations Henry enacted upon his family and England. Based on Henry’s 
underlying characteristics, which jumpstarted his own personal transformation in the late 1520s 
and early 1530s, Mary was subject to his cruel demeanor and temperament even after Anne 
Boleyn was executed in 1536. Thus, Henry’s psychosocial characteristics primarily stemmed 
from family dynamics rather than anything else and most likely an issue with his identity and 
262 
 
personal narrative. Henry began to paint himself as a victim in many cases, especially when he 
achieved what he wanted out of immediate gratification. Henry’s personal transformation was 
based on his psychosocial characteristics of cruelty, insecurity, and suspicion, which therefore 
set into motion a political and religious transformation to justify his marriage to Anne Boleyn. 
However, the focus of this transformation, Anne Boleyn, was also the same catalyst, which 
suffered post-personal transformation with her own life. Henry’s cruelty towards Anne was not 
the same kind of cruelty he displayed towards Mary. Henry actually signed a death warrant to 
execute Anne, and then six years later, executed his teenage wife, Katherine Howard. Henry’s 
feelings of suspected betrayal by those around him turned him surly and therefore cruel, 
justifying his violence by blaming those around him for their betrayals, whether he inflicted 
these offenses on his family members or not.  
Transition to Mary 
 Henry placed Mary in a difficult situation. Divorce is hard for any family; however, royal 
families in sixteenth century, where political and religious implications are at stake, further 
complicate an already messy issue of a breakdown of a marriage. After Mary felt her role as 
princess of England being threatened, thus refusing to agree to her own illegitimacy and her 
father’s new religion, Mary was then painted as the obstinate daughter and the one betraying 
Henry with her unfathomable actions against her father. In the end, Mary was left apologizing to 
Henry for the years of neglect and punishment she endured after being forced to serve her infant 
sister and threatened with violence if she did not comply and accept her new station. These years 
had a lasting impact on Mary and would later contribute to her vocation and dedication to her 
faith and religious and political policies. 
Mary 
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 Mary was raised in a nuclear family with her mother and father adoring her as an only 
child and sole heir to the throne of England. However, it appears in the mid 1520s, albeit before 
Henry’s official personal transformation, Henry began to grow discontented with his situation of 
being married to Katherine while at the same time falling in love with Anne Boleyn. When 
Henry did not immediately get his way and achieve immediate gratification regarding his divorce 
and the remarriage to Anne Boleyn, Henry’s underlying traits of cruelty and suspicion began to 
become more pronounced as he painted himself as a victim during his divorce proceedings and 
his remarriage to Anne Boleyn. After being named Defender of the Faith  by the Pope in 1521, 
Henry began to become disillusioned by the Catholic Church not granting him a divorce and 
sought to break away in order to marry Anne. He banished his first wife Katherine from court 
and set up Anne as a “queen in waiting.” When Henry broke from the Catholic Church and 
founded the reformed church of the Church of England with himself as Supreme Head, he began 
to exert his monarchial power over England and his court.  
Henry and Mary’s Relationship 
 At first, Henry’s treatment towards his daughter Mary went unscathed; she often still 
enjoyed time with both of her parents, and for the most part her family life changed little. 
However, once Anne Boleyn was officially crowned Queen of England on June 1, 1533 and then 
produced her daughter Elizabeth on September 9, 1533, things began to change drastically for 
Mary, which is an indisputable record of history based on the sources. Most significantly, Mary’s 
role as princess of England was downgraded and she became the illegitimate daughter of Henry, 
and then forced to serve the new princess of England in her sister Elizabeth’s household. During 
that time, Mary was treated poorly, as if any other servant to the royal princess, and was often 
threatened with violence, specifically having her ears boxed if she did not comply and continued 
264 
 
to refer to herself as princess, which is retold in Linda Porter’s biography and almost all the 
secondary sources pertaining to Mary.  
 This was a significant change in Mary’s roles, not only within the family dynamics, but 
also for her role in Europe. She was no longer the heir to the throne or the Princess of Wales; she 
was instead, the illegitimate daughter of Henry’s first marriage to his brother’s widow, 
Katherine. As with many of the documents used for this study, it is evident that Anne did not 
always treat Mary kindly, such as suggesting that Mary’s ears be boxed when she did not 
comply, this is also evident when she asked for Mary’s forgiveness after being sentenced to 
death in 1536. Anne most likely acted cruelly towards Mary out of fear and jealousy, knowing if 
Mary was ever restored to her title, then Anne’s position and cause would be in jeopardy. As 
mentioned earlier, after Anne’s death, Henry still threatened Mary, often under pain of death, to 
recognize him as Supreme Head of the Church of England, and also recognize herself as 
illegitimate while denouncing papal authority in England. Mary was powerless in this situation; 
Henry had fully exerted his monarchial and intrafamilial power over Mary and demanded that 
she meet his conditions. This is more than evident in Mary’s letter to Henry, used for this 
analysis. 
 Mary’s submission letter to Henry was sent in the summer of 1536. Tudor historian 
Suzannah Lipscomb also hypothesizes the year 1536 to be the year that transformed Henry. 
However, this year, as a year for transformation, is more applicable in the case of Mary, which is 
consistent with Linda Porter’s biography on Mary. Based on the letter Mary wrote to Henry in 
the summer of 1536 following her submission, it appears that Mary surrendered to everything 
that she had been holding onto during the years her and her mother were neglected by Henry. 
Mary’s surrender and acknowledgement to Henry’s wishes exhibits a level of allegiance towards 
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her father’s power, both in the intrafamilial and monarchial sense. Mary’s dutiful role as 
daughter, now that she had only one parent surviving after her mother’s death in January 1536, 
left Mary with little choice but to make peace with her father and move forward with her life 
without any fear of danger, a pivotal example of her own role conflict. 
 With the death of her mother and the submission to her father’s new supremacy in 
England, Mary took on a personal transformation due to the external pressures of her father’s 
court and reforms, which, later in life, led to role conflicts. Additionally, as was mentioned 
earlier, Mary also realized that her father’s cruelty was not solely based on Anne Boleyn’s 
influence, which is largely consistent with the submission letter of 1536, written after Anne 
Boleyn’s death and Linda Porter’s biography on Mary.  
 After Anne’s death, Henry still demanded a submission from his daughter under the 
threat of violence or death. This characteristic of cruelty is what fuelled many of the 
transformations occurring in Mary’s family and subsequently throughout England, which 
consequently affected Mary and therefore created her personal transformation. Mary’s religious 
and political transformations would come later in her life when she ascended to the throne of 
England. If anything, a minor political transformation could be argued at the time of Mary’s 
submission. She now recognized herself as the illegitimate daughter of Henry VIII and Katherine 
of Aragon. Her role and place as England’s princess and heir was now downgraded, which meant 
political implications for her future as a possible monarch or consort to a monarch. This shift in 
Mary’s roles would come back as a catalyst for change and transformation once she became 
queen.  
Psychosocial Meanings for Mary 
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 In terms of underlying traits that would contribute to the psychosocial patterns of Mary’s 
behavior, there does not appear to be anything significant which would dictate or rather, predict 
future events. It appears, based on the literature pertaining to both Henry and Mary’s reign, that 
Mary was more of a victim of Henry’s surly behavior leading up to and post personal 
transformation. As biographer Linda Porter notes, during Mary’s twenties, she appeared sad and 
discontent. This is primarily based on the official portraits painted of Mary during those years as 
well as the records that remain of Mary’s life during that time. It appears she spent much of her 
time at her father’s court and with her much younger brother and sister. Mary was just short of 
thirty-one years old when her father died in 1547. This would mean that Mary led a relatively 
quiet life in her twenties as she divided her time among four stepmothers, two of which, Anne of 
Cleves and Katharine Parr, she grew quite close to and they would continue to have an influence 
on her as she grew into adulthood, as evident in Strickland’s work, Porter’s biography, and 
Mary’s foreign papers from her reign as queen.  
Mary’s Vocation and Role Conflict 
 When Henry died in 1547, Mary’s much younger brother, Edward, became King of 
England under the guardianship of his maternal uncle, Edward Seymour, the Earl of Hertford. 
Edward was King of England for six and a half years during Mary’s thirties. During those years, 
Mary was frequently summoned to court for not abiding to the new rules regarding the English 
Reformation. According to Edward’s staunch Protestant regime, it was illegal to hear mass by 
priests, publically or privately. Mary and her attendants still heard mass, which did not provide a 
good example. Edward could not push forward with the Protestant Reformation while his own 
sister continued to practice in the old faith. These years of conflict with Edward and his council 
began to shape Mary’s second phase of her personal transformation, and certainly paved the way 
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for the political and religious transformation that England was about to embark on once Mary 
became queen.   
 Mary’s opposition during her brother’s reign strengthened and defined her identity and 
therefore role as a Catholic crusader and a patron for the papacy in Rome, which would later 
serve as her primary roles as a woman, wife, and monarch. Mary refused to adhere to the new 
reformed religion and engaged in many conflicts and disputes with her brother about the nature 
of his reforms.  The years leading up to her accession defined Mary’s role within the context of 
the restructuring of her family unit. At this time, Mary was motherless and fatherless, leaving 
only a much younger brother, and a younger sister, Elizabeth, as her family. During her 30s, 
while defining and strengthening her role as a devout Catholic, Mary defined her role as the 
oldest sibling. She frequently told Edward24 that he was too young to know matters of religion 
and that he was misguided by his Protestant councilors. This led to further disputes amongst 
Henry’s children, while Elizabeth primarily remained in the background at this time25.   
 Mary’s life always varied greatly from the time she was born until her death. In 1550, for 
example, when Mary was thirty-four years old and her brother was on the throne was three years, 
she had already experienced numerous cycles during her lifetime regarding her family, her 
identity, her roles, and the landscape of England’s politics. Ten years earlier, in 1540, Mary was 
twenty-four, already past her first transformation; her mother was deceased and her father was 
looking to remarry for a Protestant alliance, strengthening England’s Reformation. Twenty years 
earlier, in 1530, Mary’s mother was still alive, yet banished from court, Mary was still held close 
in her father’s affections as his only legitimate heir. However, he was madly in love with Anne 
Boleyn, looking for any way to marry her in the hopes of producing a son.  
24 Henry’s only surviving son with his third wife, Jane Seymour. Edward would become Edward VI of England. 
25 Elizabeth was dealing with her own trauma and conflict. She was accused to having an affair with Thomas Seymour, Edward’s Uncle and her 
stepmother, Katharine Parr’s, new husband.  
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 Lastly, thirty years earlier, in 1520, Mary was the beloved princess of England while her 
parents appeared happily married and she was one of the most sought after brides for all of the 
European monarch’s young sons. In fact, a year later, in 1521, she was betrothed to her cousin, 
the powerful Charles V. This constant shifting in identity/roles and lack of stability appears to 
have resulted in Mary’s need for a strong vocation. Mary’s roles and her subsequent role conflict 
is the main supporting evidence to the psychosocial issues of her alleged cruelty. However, 
identity places a small function in her explanation because it links commitment and self. Also 
part of Stryker’s theory on identity, commitment is a means for understanding the link of social 
structure and one’s self, or in this case, identity. Mary’s roles shifted which means her social 
structure therefore shifted and her commitment for understanding social structure and identity 
was lost. It was perhaps then that Mary began to encounter a conflict with her roles as they had 
little basis for structure. She chose this in her faith and therefore, the faith of England. As 
mentioned earlier, it was the external factors, primarily rooted in her father’s transformation, 
which created a shift in Mary, resulting in feelings of isolation, betrayal and pride. These 
psychosocial traits, combined with her strengthened faith and dislike of the Protestant cause, led 
to her controversial reign. 
Mary as Queen 
 Mary’s reign begins with the usurpation of her throne. After Mary quickly reclaimed her 
crown, she ascended to the throne with a number of enemies already who sought to disinherit 
her. Unlike, Henry VIII and his son, Edward VI, Mary’s succession was disputed, which already 
left Mary in a perilous situation. Much like her grandfather, Henry VI, Mary eventually needed 
to execute those pretenders to the crown in order to keep herself safe. These political executions 
were not unusual at the time, especially in the months or years after a monarch’s succession, 
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which is consistent with Morely’s The Early Tudors, The Chronicle of Calais, The Life and 
Death of Cardinal Wolsey, The Chronicle of Queen Jane and Two Years of Queen Mary, The 
Diary of Henry Machyn, and A List of Prisoners in the Tower. The execution of her cousin Jane 
and Jane’s husband was not especially cruel. Jane did steal Mary’s crown, whereas close 
relatives to monarchs who were only suspected of usurpation or treason were executed just the 
same, evident in the same sources listed above.  
 Additionally, Jane was executed in the hopes of preventing further usurpation by her and 
her family and to serve as an example that Mary would not tolerate usurpation in her realm. This 
happened during Henry VIII’s reign numerous times and was practiced by Elizabeth I when she 
executed her cousin, Mary Queen of Scots, for treason in 1587, after a nearly twenty year 
imprisonment. However, it appears that Mary initially showed clemency towards Jane, consistent 
with all the primary sources pertaining to her realm, despite her reputation as ruthless and brutal. 
Mary was crowned the first queen regnant at her coronation and her plans to marry Philip of 
Spain were already underway before she executed Jane for her own safety and the safety of her 
crown.  
 Mary did not appear to have the underlying characteristics of cruelty and suspicion that 
her father possessed. For all accounts, it appears Mary was prideful and devout, which dictated 
many of her decisions and perhaps led to her reign being greatly unpopular as she struggled with 
her conscience and her roles as monarch, wife, and sister. Her sense of superiority based on her 
lineage and her refusal to marry anyone other than a prince of another realm26 contributed to the 
overall feelings of pride, and then perhaps hurt, when Elizabeth began to gain power. 
Mary and Elizabeth’s Relationship: A Role Conflict 
26 According to many of the primary sources, it was suggested and supported that Mary should marry her cousin, Edward Courtenay, a Catholic 
and a paternal second cousin to Mary. 
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 During the first year of Mary’s reign, Elizabeth’s popularity was growing as she became 
a focus of Protestant opposition. As Elizabeth’s esteem was strengthening, it appears that Mary’s 
policies and regime could have lost some of their power. In 1554, when Thomas Wyatt the 
Younger started a rebellion after the announcement of Mary’s betrothal to Philip in hopes of 
placing Elizabeth on the throne as queen, Elizabeth was naturally implicated in the plot because 
she received a letter from Wyatt regarding the plans for the rebellion, which is reiterated in her 
letter to Mary in 1554. Regardless of Elizabeth being the Queen’s sister and next heir to the 
throne, she was brought to the Tower for questioning. Again, this is not unusual for the times. 
The same measures were taken when Elizabeth was queen and her cousin, Mary Queen of Scots, 
and the Duke of Norfolk were suspected of treason.  
 It is at this time that Mary and Elizabeth’s relationship, and Mary’s alleged cruelty 
towards Elizabeth comes into question and perhaps a major role conflict as Mary struggled with 
her roles as monarch and sister. To understand the nature of events that took place regarding 
Elizabeth’s imprisonment, the psychosocial traits already mentioned about Mary’s character, and 
underlying family dynamics, religious and political policies need to be all included in the 
interpretation. As previously mentioned, for Elizabeth to be taken to the Tower for further 
questioning was not unusual. As one of the texts revealed, the prison was a last resort for 
Elizabeth; however, even assuming that it was not, the Tower was a place for someone to be 
questioned for alleged treason whether they were of royal blood or not. According to the texts, 
Elizabeth was only imprisoned in the Tower for two months, not a lengthy amount of time in 
comparison to others who were imprisoned, based on the List of Prisoners in the Tower 
secondary source. There was not enough evidence to convict Elizabeth and Wyatt refused to 
implicate her in the plot to overthrow Mary. During her time in the Tower, Elizabeth was not 
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treated inhumanely and was not kept in barbaric conditions; she was afforded a number of 
servants, which befitted her station. 
 As Elizabeth’s popularity continued to grow, which is indicative of the writers during the 
Victorian Era, Mary’s jealousy or fear of another rebellion must have intensified. Again, Mary’s 
fears and concerns were not misplaced. In the first year of her reign, as mentioned earlier and in 
the transformation chapters, her throne was usurped, her sister was accused of betrayal or 
disloyalty, and Thomas Wyatt carried out a serious rebellion in opposition to her Spanish 
marriage. Mary was well versed in English politics and knew that political and religious 
allegiances dictated the power struggle in England. Elizabeth represented the opposing political 
and religious party to Mary and was the next heir to the throne, thus creating a threat to Mary’s 
authority. Additionally, Mary was beginning to start her religious and political transformation 
beginning with her marriage to the Catholic Philip of Spain in 1554. It appears that once Mary 
moved closer in her allegiance to Rome, she and Elizabeth grew further apart as their differences 
became more marked, creating a marked conflict in her roles as monarch and sister.  
Additional Psychosocial Factors 
 Feelings of jealousy and betrayal would have been additional factors in Mary’s decision 
to keep Elizabeth under surveillance at Woodstock, a royal residence in Oxfordshire, after her 
release from the Tower. These two factors are important because they were a threat to Mary’s 
role as Queen of England, or at the very least, how she interpreted her role as the first regnant 
Queen of England. Based on the sources used for this study, it would be appear that Mary would 
lose momentum in her counter-Reformation if Elizabeth’s popularity continued to gain 
momentum and Protestantism was the favored religion in England. Mary’s faith was a core part 
of her role as Queen of England; therefore, Mary needed to keep the competition and the focus of 
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Protestant opposition under her control, as she interpreted her self-importance in her role as 
England’s Queen. This may have been more essential to her political and religious 
transformation than any personal issues or feelings Mary held against Elizabeth. However, by 
this time, Elizabeth was already in her twenties, perhaps more than ever resembling her mother, 
Anne Boleyn. Although Mary never showed any hostility towards Elizabeth for the way Anne 
treated Mary, this may have been the time when Mary’s underlying feelings of hurt and betrayal 
surfaced as she dealt with the daughter of the woman who caused her and her mother so much 
pain twenty years earlier, another illustration of a role conflict. Additionally, Mary was hoping to 
produce an heir to the throne from her marriage with Philip and therefore had no need to fear 
Elizabeth as such a close contender to the throne. However, after two phantom pregnancies, no 
child was produced from Mary’s union with Philip. Linda Porter’s biography on Mary is 
consistent with many of the documents used for this study and the themes that emerged from the 
primary and secondary sources.  
 Elizabeth was kept under careful watch at Woodstock for roughly one year; she was 
released in 1555 and resumed her residence at Hampton Court. At the time same, in February 
1555, Mary had fully restored England back to Catholicism and the beginning of the Marian 
burnings, for which she is now infamous, first ensued. If Mary kept Elizabeth under her watchful 
eye during this time in order to move forward with her religious and political agenda, then she 
succeeded, even if it appears she broke some level of loyalty toward her younger sister. 
England’s political and religious transformation under Queen Mary I began in February 1555. 
This would also infer that the psychosocial meanings behind Mary’s treatment of Elizabeth were 
primarily religious and political, contingent on her political and religious transformation.  
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 As was already mentioned, Mary’s character is not as debatable as Henry’s character. 
Unfortunately, the only way to understand each of these individuals is from documents over four 
and fifty years old. Mary’s actions towards others are more consistent than Henry’s behavior and 
actions. This could be explained more easily with Mary experiencing more of a role conflict 
whereas Henry experienced issues with identity, role interpretation, and personal narratives, as 
identified by sub-theory within role theory.  
 In terms of Mary, there appears to have been little to no trouble between Mary and 
Elizabeth until Mary assumed the role of Queen of England and therefore experienced a direct 
role conflict in her role as monarch, crusader of the Catholic faith, and sister to the Protestant 
Elizabeth at the time of Wyatt’s Rebellion. Mary’s religious and political policies only appear 
inhumane and overly cruel in historical perspective. Despite the fact that the executions were 
carried out in Mary’s name, there is some debate about how much influence she had or what part 
she took in carrying out the judgments, which would indicate negative data in the study, negating 
Mary’s alleged cruelness. Mary’s policies, although strict, were vilified in the proceeding reigns 
due to the tolerance of Elizabeth’s reign and the Protestant propaganda in James I’s reign.  
 However, based on the primary sources of Mary’s reign, there do not appear to be overt 
feelings of disgust over the burnings of hundreds of Protestants. In fact, the policy of burning 
“heretics” appears to be quite normal for people in sixteenth century England, according to the 
Diary of Henry Machyn and the Chronicle of Queen Jane and of Two Years of Queen Mary. 
However, the sheer number of people executed over three years must have altered people’s 
opinions of Mary’s religious policies in the subsequent centuries, especially once England 
became officially Protestant and banned Catholics from sitting on the throne in 1701. This 
information was gathered from the biographies and contextual reading acquired before this study 
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was conducted. Apparently, Catholic rule proved unsuccessful in England and therefore any 
Catholic monarchs following the English Reformation were wrong in their religious practices 
and perhaps maligned after their deaths. This contributed to the overall sense of nationalism and 
identity in the Anglican Church from the Protestant Reformation still upheld in Britain today, 
which contributed to the later dispute between the Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ireland, 
later known as “The Troubles”. This will be discussed further in the following chapter. 
 Another possible explanation for Mary’s reputation and perceived cruelty could be due to 
the popularity of her sister’s reign immediately after her own. Elizabeth was on the throne for 
over forty years and was therefore able to work out any ineffective policies before she was 
remembered throughout history as a failed ruler. Mary did not have this opportunity. Elizabeth’s 
reign is often referred to as the Golden Age, primarily for advancing the English economy, for 
her religious tolerance, and her single status. These qualities were all in direct contrast to Mary’s 
reign. Therefore, if Elizabeth’s policies and family dynamics, or lack thereof, was indicative of a 
Golden Age, then Mary’s reign must be the opposite and Mary’s character must be the antithesis 
of Elizabeth’s character. Through this maligned perception of Mary, the psychosocial meanings 
behind Elizabeth’s imprisonment is vilified over time, especially when following the fairy tale 
script of the beloved princess being held prisoner by her evil, much older sister, a direct offense 
to loyalty.  
 Based on the primary sources pertaining to Mary’s reign, Elizabeth was not imprisoned 
due to jealousy or misplaced cruelty; instead, she was questioned and imprisoned for her 
suspected involvement in a dangerous uprising against the crown. The data used for this study, 
primarily Mary’s biography and the contextual biographies on Elizabeth, indicates that Elizabeth 
was often difficult and over dramatic during her interrogation and imprisonment, thus making 
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Mary’s situation in dealing with her sister more burdensome, and loyalty an obsolete factor in the 
equation. Again, Mary’s emotions involved with Elizabeth’s behavior and alleged implications 
in Wyatt’s Rebellion are not clear through the texts. It was primarily the staunch Catholic 
faction, including Bishop Gardiner and the Spanish Ambassador Simon Renard, which therefore 
pushed Mary to be more stern and punitive with Elizabeth. This was clear in Henry Machyn’s 
diary, the letters and papers from Mary’s reign, and consistent with all the secondary sources 
written in the nineteenth century. At this point in Mary’s life, the fairy tale script of her youth 
was long vanished and the reality of harsh sixteenth century European politics became Mary’s 
new life script. With this, came the unpleasantness of family politics, and often, perceived 
cruelty. 
 After Elizabeth left Woodstock, she enjoyed a relatively quiet life for the remainder of 
her sister’s reign, which coincided with some of the bloodiest times of Mary’s rule. She spent 
much of her time at Hampton Court Palace, although keeping mostly to herself. After the 
queen’s first phantom pregnancy, Elizabeth retired to one of her houses, Hatfield, away from 
court. There is no way of knowing the feelings each sister felt towards one another during this 
time. According to the available documentation, Elizabeth was never imprisoned in the Tower 
again, but based on Elizabeth’s biographies, she felt largely mistreated during her sister’s reign. 
This could have been because she was in fact innocent and was appalled such measures were 
taken in order to prove her innocence, or the real threat of coming close to her mother’s fate 
frightened her so much that Mary’s actions to protect her crown were not considered in 
Elizabeth’s analysis of her own treatment.  
 There is no doubt that this was a perilous and dangerous time for Elizabeth during her 
life. However, unlike her brother, Mary never disinherited Elizabeth. Mary’s feelings of jealousy 
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and allegiance towards the Catholic faith stemmed from her religious and political 
transformations during her reign and vice versa. The political and religious transformations while 
Mary was queen were precipitated by the feelings of jealousy, betrayal, and allegiance forced on 
her during the events orchestrated by her father’s transformational period during her teens and 
early twenties. This sense of allegiance towards the Catholic Church made Mary a crusader for 
the Catholic faith, which was one of Mary’s roles in her life. It was this role in particular that led 
Mary to conflict with her loyalty to Elizabeth as her sister and in some regards, her loyalty and 
promises to her subjects as she burnt hundreds of them for their Protestant beliefs. If it were not 
for these most unpleasant years of her life, Mary may have become the first queen regnant of 
England without the complications, or perhaps be married off to one of the most powerful 
princes in Europe and co-ruled England and another European country. Because of Henry’s 
transformation, Mary’s life was forever changed and therefore took an unpredictable course as 
she was forced to persevere during the most uncomfortable circumstances and accept her half-
sister, Elizabeth, as a threat as well as her heir and successor. The year 1536 was a 
transformational year for Mary and most likely the year that turned Mary into the woman and 
monarch she became.  However, through all the trials and tribulations, their relationship endured 
throughout Mary’s five year reign. Elizabeth was never disinherited and still named Mary’s 
official successor upon Mary’s death in November 1558. 
Psychosocial Meanings 
 Henry and Mary’s psychosocial meanings behind their actions differed so greatly that it 
would be impossible, based on their lives, to conclude with a concrete answer to the primary 
research question for this study. For Henry, the psychosocial characteristics of his personality are 
what contributed to his family life, religion, and politics during his reign as King of England, all 
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identities or additional roles for Henry, which occurred post transformation. For Mary, the 
opposite phenomenon occurred. Her family dynamics and the external factors of the religious 
and political transformations implemented by her father contributed to the psychosocial 
characteristics of pride, jealousy, and betrayal. These led Mary to enact her own form of political 
and religious transformation, creating friction and conflict between herself and her younger half-
sister, Elizabeth, and numerous other role conflicts that played out throughout her life.  As many 
regimes throughout history, especially within British history, have showed us, one’s heir is the 
biggest threat to the sitting sovereign’s safety and throne. Mary experienced the threat of a direct 
heir and rival as a constant danger to her rule.  
 Henry’s case is strange in that he disinherited both of his daughters until his final three 
years of life. This may be perceived as a disloyal action towards his daughters, although Henry’s 
reasons were methodical, contributing to his predictably unpredictable behavior. At the time of 
Henry’s death, his son and heir, Edward was a minor and therefore posed no great danger to this 
throne as a possible rival. This would mean that Henry’s decisions and psychosocial 
characteristics were born out of his own personality traits of identity as opposed to the external 
threat of usurpation, which was more of the case with Mary.  
 However, what appears to be a recurring concept in both of the analyses of Henry and 
Mary is the fear of suspicion and betrayal. Betrayal is the opposite of loyalty, which was an 
important component of the primary research question. Both of these themes appeared numerous 
times throughout the data used for this study, making them both either sub-themes or meta-
themes for the analysis. However, the fear or suspicion of betrayal was experienced at a personal 
level for Henry, primarily amongst his wives and perhaps amongst his councilors, which led him 
to act out cruelly and violently. Mary grew up with suspicion and betrayal; she experienced both 
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actions when dealing with her father and then once again experienced both when her throne was 
usurped by Jane Grey and with Elizabeth’s alleged implication in Wyatt’s Rebellion. With a 
historical example in place of the War of the Roses, or the Cousin’s War, occurring within the 
House of York and Lancaster, the preceding House of Tudor, both Henry and Mary knew how 
big of a threat someone else who gains political power and momentum could be to one’s throne, 
safety, and even life. Although Henry acted out mostly due to personal betrayal or suspicion, he 
still felt both deeply, and was prepared to punish those who he felt wronged or slighted him and 
his authority.  
 As was previously mentioned in the beginning of this analysis, both of these monarchs 
derived their powers from traditional authority. In sixteenth century England, royal heritage 
trumped qualifications, education, and suitability for the task of authoritative rule and leadership; 
Henry and Mary were destined to ascend to the throne of England through their royal bloodlines. 
Their pre-destined roles as monarchs were already determined, although their individual 
interpretations of these roles is where these two individuals create narratives which illustrate role 
conflicts, role issues in identity, and often role transformation which can be classified under 
conflict transformation for the purposes of this study. However, in present day, or even perhaps 
two hundred27 or three hundred years after their lifetimes, their questionable or fragile states of 
mind would not have permitted them fit to rule a country. Currently, Saudi Arabia, Brunei, and 
Swaziland are all examples of absolute monarchies, similar to the structure in sixteenth century 
England. Additionally, there are contemporary monarchies, such of that in Morocco, which have 
moved towards a constitutional monarchy, but still hold an enormous amount of power in 
governmental affairs.  
27 Britain’s King George III was declared mentally ill. A regency had to be established, where his eldest son had to rule as Prince Regent until 
George III’s death.   
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 In 1999, Malika Oufkir wrote a book titled, Stolen Lives: Twenty years in a Desert Jail, 
detailing her and her family’s imprisonment by Hassan II of Morocco for her father’s coup 
against the Moroccan monarchy. According to Malika’s book, she was raised at the Moroccan 
court as a close companion to Mohammad V’s daughter, Princess Amina. Upon Mohammad V’s 
death, his son and Princess Amina’s brother ascended to the throne as Hassan II. Malika’s father 
was General Mohamed Oufkir, a powerful public official and the right hand man to Hassan II. In 
1972, General Oufkir was accused of plotting an assassination of Hassan II and while reports 
indicate that he committed suicide soon after, his daughter, Malika, says in her book that he had 
five bullet wounds to his body, not consistent with suicide. Apparently, on the King’s orders, the 
surviving Oufkir family was sentenced to an inhumane secret desert prison as punishment for 
their father’s attempted assassination on Hassan II.  Malika reports in her autobiography that she 
was raised as the adopted daughter of Mohammad V and therefore identified herself as a member 
of the royal family. Although her biological father was the one who ordered the coup, she sat in 
the desert prison for over fifteen years feelings betrayed by Hassan II for his cruelty and 
subjecting her and her family to such horrendous conditions, stealing years of their lives. It was 
also an act of betrayal, similar to Henry’s betrayal of loyalty in the case of Anne Boleyn; Hassan 
II betrayed the Oufkir family, not stopping at the murder of their father but also including their 
almost twenty-year imprisonment, which was a direct threat to their health and safety.  
 The circumstances regarding the cruelty of Hassan II towards his perhaps adopted sister 
(or daughter) is a curious resemblance to sixteenth century English politics. However, in the 
cases of Henry and Mary, Henry actually murdered two of his wives and threatened the life of 
his oldest daughter, while Mary just imprisoned Elizabeth for suspected treason. Apparently, 
four hundred years later, in North Africa, punishment for betrayals and attempted assassinations 
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on sovereigns resemble that of sixteenth century pre-modern England. An additional similarity is 
in the concepts of threat, suspicion and betrayal. These are the same concepts or themes that are 
consistent in both Henry and Mary’s cases. Hassan II went as far as to allegedly murder General 
Oufkir for his betrayal or disloyalty due to an attempted assassination, removing the danger, and 
then proceeded to imprison his entire remaining family in a secret desert jail, either as a 
precautionary measure for further threat or as an added punishment for their father’s crime. The 
excessive act of cruelty towards the surviving Oufkir family could have been, as with Henry, a 
psychosocial characteristic of Hassan II compounded with feelings of betrayal and suspicion of 
the entire Oufkir family. Again, Mary did not appear to possess these underlying psychosocial 
characteristics, or at least according to the available documents on her life, she did not. Mary’s 
actions against her sister appear purely political with perhaps some feelings of pride in her royal 
heritage and jealousy towards Elizabeth; this appears in some of the sources, especially in the 
secondary documents. However, the main reason for Elizabeth’s imprisonment was for the 
religious and political advancement of Mary’s regime and the possible threat that Elizabeth 
posed to Mary as a contender to the throne.  
 There is no way to determine the psychological state of any of these individuals, 
especially those who have been deceased for over four hundred years. However, the 
psychosocial characteristics, based on their reactions to their external environments, indicate 
some patterns, which could perhaps contribute to the understanding of their political, religious, 
and intrafamilial decisions as individuals and monarchs as they also experienced conflicts with 
their roles from both identities. 
Revisionist Considerations 
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 One of the most interesting aspects to the original research was the vilification of Henry 
and the little tolerance and understanding for Mary in documents written during the Victorian 
Era. It is perhaps because Anne Boleyn’s remains were discovered during Victoria’s reign or 
maybe because by that time female rule was deemed highly successful (Bell, 1877; Weintraub, 
1987). Therefore, the monstrous actions of Henry’s reign were regarded as unforgivable and 
unacceptable from a monarch, even with historical perspective and understanding of the 
sixteenth century (Morely, 1906; Strickland, 1868). His dehumanization of his wives is not 
tolerated in an era of powerful and successful female rule (Strickland, 1868).  
In terms of Mary, England was already experiencing a prosperous society under the 
Anglican Church, free from papal authority. With the 1701 Act of Settlement, Catholics were not 
permitted to ascend to the throne and therefore there has been little conflict or dispute about the 
succession (Tarkow, 1943).  
There is little surprise then why Elizabeth’s reign is depicted with such high regard. 
Elizabeth was obviously a female ruler who, like Victoria, reigned for a long time and also, like 
Victoria, expanded the English territories, built up the English economy, and was a Protestant 
ruler who accepted the title as Supreme Head of the Church of England. Thus, her reign and 
decisions, policies, and overall demeanor mirrored Queen Victoria much more than Henry or 
Mary. There is no credit given to Henry in these documents for establishing the Anglican Church 
after his break from Rome, perhaps because the Anglican Church was further advanced in the 
reigns and years proceeding from his lifetime. Perhaps his questionable actions and the vast 
amount of violence and killings that ensued during his reign clouded his major contribution to 
England’s culture and religion. Additionally, Anne Boleyn’s remains were found fifteen years 
after Queen Victoria’s husband, Prince Albert’s death (Bell, 1877; Ridgway, 2011; Woodham-
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Smith, 1972). Queen Victoria was devastated after her husband’s death, quite the contrast to 
Henry’s reaction after Anne Boleyn was executed, and he was betrothed to Jane Seymour the 
next day. These sorts of contrasts perhaps further vilified Henry and his behavior during the 
Victorian Era instead of recognizing him for his contributions to English society and culture.  
Trustworthiness of the Study 
 The limitations of this study overlap with the trustworthiness of the results. The same 
limitations explained previously also lend to the trustworthiness of the study’s results. The 
themes that emerged throughout the study were primarily from an inductive analysis. However, 
the researcher began the study with some already preconceived themes in mind. The researcher 
was already well versed in both Tudor history and role theory as well as role conflict. However, I 
was able to maintain a moderate bias when analyzing the data; the emerging themes were not 
unexpected as these themes are reoccurring issues throughout history, especially in power 
struggles, which are part of the political landscape of sixteenth century England. Overall, this 
study was concluded with a blend of inductive and deductive thinking in order to arrive at the 
conclusions of the analysis. The trustworthiness of the study is also based on the accuracy of the 
documents used for the analysis. Some of the documents presented an obvious bias and were not 
fair in their judgment of Mary and Henry. At this time, the vast contextual knowledge of both 
individuals was implemented in order to identify the bias and create an understanding of the 
point of view of the writer. This technique is consistent within a standard historical analysis from 
the discipline of history as well as the Tamboukou Model, used in the social sciences.   
Conclusion 
 Through the traditional authority of their power, these monarchs, although born into their 
position through heritage, were not always secure on their throne and thus subject to external 
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threats of usurpation or even, assassination. With power as the main objective in order to 
maintain positions in life that are comparable in democracies, the threat of opposing political 
parties, or even family members and spouses, becomes real and causes distress to those who 
struggle to maintain their rule. Suspicion, pride, and betrayal may be actions or feelings that 
individuals face or experience during their lifetimes. However, these actions or feelings could 
cause sovereigns their lives. Additionally, to what level these actions and feelings create 
discomfort or paranoia within these monarchs is another important contributing factor to the 
psychosocial meanings behind familial violence and cruelty. No one case of a monarch and his 
or her family is the same, nor are the circumstances in which they interact with their family 
members.  When an individual's role or identity is threatened, drastic, often violent, means are 
taken in order to preserve one's identity, nationalism, and in this case, one's power.  
 In a case where one’s vocation in life is to fulfill a destiny as a leader or monarch, that 
role is predetermined and therefore encompasses one’s identity. When aspects of threat, betrayal, 
and suspicion compromise one’s destiny and identity, then measures often are taken in order to 
preserve that role. Identity is further compromised when one also experiences a role conflict, 
when the birthright as a leader and individuality or personality comes into conflict with one 
another. The acquisition of authority is part of a monarch’s identity because is it achieved 
through traditional domination, as opposed to authority being acquired through charismatic or 
judicial means. All of these factors contribute to the psychosocial meanings stemming from 
religion, politics, and family dynamics, which contribute to a unitary actor, or specifically in this 
case, a monarch’s cruel treatment towards their siblings, children, and even spouses.  
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Chapter 11 
Historical Model 
 In the field of conflict analysis and resolution, history provides numerous examples and 
patterns of conflict over a wide-ranging span of time. Useful tools and models for both conflict 
resolutionists and historians will aid in bridging the gap between the social sciences and the 
humanities, creating a blend of ideas and perspectives that offer a comprehensive view of 
conflict throughout history. Historical comprehension of conflict provides insights that could 
reveal opportunities for conflict transformations that other methods and theories within the field 
do not cover. The historical perspective on conflict leaves the researcher with a sense of 
significance of the event or the patterns that evolve into a manifest cycle of conflict.  As Gaddis 
(2004) writes, “Historical consciousness therefore leaves you, as does maturity itself, with a 
simultaneous sense of your own significance and insignificance” (p. 8).  The past cannot be 
altered, therefore making it a complete and concluded representation of conflict in its raw form. 
However, analyzing events in history depends on a researcher’s perspective. As Ronald (2012) 
writes, “History is all about your point of view” (p. 246). This leaves some interpretation of the 
events or leeway, which current conflicts do not afford.  
In current conflicts, the conflict could still be changing and emerging, leaving the 
researcher or practitioner scrambling to adhere to new cycles in the conflict transformation. 
These cycles lead to a constraint and often a block, or as mediators refer to it, an “impasse” in 
the conflict transformation process. However, as Gaddis (2004) writes, “Historians, in contrast, 
employ abstraction to overcome a different constraint, which is their separation in time from 
their subjects” (p. 14). Again, this allows the conflict to be dissected and varying themes of the 
conflict to be analyzed and reconstructed. This reconstruction is the conflict transformation 
285 
 
process of historical analysis of conflict, especially for conflicts that span a period of many 
years.  
 Additionally, unlike practitioners in the field, historians are able to easily work with the 
concept of time and space. As Gaddis (2004) writes, “Precisely because of their detachment from 
elevation above the landscape of the past, historians are able to manipulate time and space in 
way they could never manage as normal people” (p. 17). In a current conflict, time and space 
cannot be manipulated. There is a struggle as to how fast a conflict can be resolved and often 
there are financial restraints to the conflict transformation process, as seen in facilitation, 
mediation, and negotiation. To usefully apply the perspective of historic analysis to a conflict, 
the conflict must remain immobile for the pieces to be deconstructed, then reconstructed. The 
past is a model in itself because it serves as a tool or map for past mistakes. To fully prevent or at 
least alleviate future mistakes requires that we understand and create a context for analyzing past 
conflicts in order to look to the future. This method of applied history will aid individuals and 
perhaps organizations in recognizing their own history and then applying it to their work and 
culture of their organization. In order to recognize some of the ebbs of past conflicts or conflicts 
of the workplace, the application of history will reveal patterns that can be avoided in the future. 
The following model is helpful for both conflict revolutionists and historians. It is different from 
a standard historical analysis because it specifically identifies crucial turning points in a conflict 
in order to identify where conflict transformation occurs which is from the field of conflict 
analysis and conflict transformation. A simple standard historical analysis would not put as much 
influence on the conflict transformation process, but instead concentrate on contributing factors 
in order to build a case and contribute to the field of history. In addition, the model for 
understanding these ebbs and flows, whereas the flows illustrate either a mini transformation or a 
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step in the peace process of conflict transformation, the model can be applied to an international 
conflict or perhaps, an individual in the midst of an international conflict with his or her own 
transformational journey.  
The Passage and Impasse Model 
 The best apparent way to conceptually assess the combined dynamics of this narrative 
about a decisive transitional phase in English history is to apply an analytic historical model that 
accounts for change and continuance at the same time. During the Tudor period, which changed 
the character and historical destiny of England, development was guided, as in all human 
systems, by a simultaneous influence of progressive and resistant forces. Construction of a new 
passage must block possibilities of other passages. Any major choice that Henry or Mary made 
incited efforts for advancement among their allies and resistance by their opponents.  
 A historical model that would create an encompassing, insightful, inclusive view of the 
influential factors of this time period, and account for both the strengths and weaknesses of the 
most influential actors, could be the Passage and Impasse Model. To appreciate how much 
changed during two generations of monarchy, it is crucial to contextualize phases of progress in 
relation to traditions eclipsed by those innovations as well as recognizing continuities in English 
sociopolitical identity of that period as constants by which we can measure change. By assessing 
passages and impasses in relation to each other, we can undertake a more realistic, less 
abstracted, theoretical appreciation of historical transition as the product of motivations enacted 
by influential, yet flesh and blood, people. In addition, as historians often exhibit advice as to the 
clarity of some historical events, the Passage and Impasse Model will also serve that purpose in 
clarifying the cycle this event in particular, and often many other events of the past, create. The 
Passage and Impasse Model gets its name because of the illustration and identification of ebbs 
287 
 
and flows during the conflict process and the eventual conflict transformation that the dispute 
endures over time.  
Application of the Model 
 In the case of Henry VIII, a monarch and man who lived over four hundred years ago, it 
can be difficult to conceptualize and understand why and how he implemented the choices and 
actions that occurred during his reign. Many modern people struggle with the idea of religion 
being political and politics being religious. Additionally, it is also hard to conceptualize the idea 
that without a male heir to inherit the throne of England, the country of England faced civil war. 
This is especially hard to understand knowing that the modern day British monarchy holds no 
political power and in fact, just recently eliminated the idea that the first-born son will be the heir 
to the throne, ahead of any older sisters he may have. As the literature has shown us, Henry 
began to question himself and fear for his country around the age of thirty, when his wife was 
already thirty-six or thirty-seven and past her childbearing years. Henry knew he did not have a 
son to succeed him on the throne and worried for the future of his country. At the same time, he 
happened to fall in love with a young maid of honor to his wife and focused all his attention on 
divorcing his first wife and marrying Anne Boleyn in order to produce a son and male heir from 
this marriage. His quest to divorce his first wife and marry Anne Boleyn became known 
throughout Europe as the King’s “Great Matter.” This sounded like a reasonable enough request 
and solution in order to secure Henry’s line of succession. Anne Boleyn also represented the 
Evangelical faith, which was prominent in Europe during the sixteenth century. She introduced 
Henry to the doctrine that states that kings should only answer to God and not to the Pope. When 
Henry was not achieving his goal of divorce he broke from the Catholic Church and established 
288 
 
himself as Supreme Head of the Church of England, dividing the country between Protestants 
and Catholics for centuries to come, which jumpstarted a religious and political transformation.  
 During the time of his divorce and for the remaining years of his life, another fifteen 
years after he sought a break from the Catholic Church, Henry sanctioned numerous executions 
(including two wives) and sought to eliminate those who disagreed with his policies. According 
to the British Monarchy website, “Henry’s reformation had produced dangerous Protestant-
Roman Catholic differences in the kingdom” (www.royal.gov.uk, 2009, n.p.). Although he had 
taken control of his own government in establishing himself as Supreme Head of the Church of 
England and marrying Anne Boleyn, he did not succeed in producing a son by her. Instead, he 
executed his second wife to marry a third, who was of the Catholic faith, which became a victory 
for the Catholic faction at court, which could illustrate another political transformation. 
Throughout the conflicts of his life, Henry sought a solution, and then regressed, due perhaps 
primarily to his emotions, but most likely due to a combination of factors. This particular way of 
dealing with conflict, especially a conflict that is personal and affects people on a deep level, is 
normal, even in today’s world.  
Although the circumstances of modern day conflicts differ from that of Henry’s, his 
legacy and his break from the Catholic Church is still an issue among Protestants and Catholics 
in modern day Northern Ireland. Henry’s personal decisions led to his divorce from Katherine 
and his re-marriage to the Evangelical Anne Boleyn. He established himself as Supreme Head of 
the Church of England and introduced Protestantism to his country, leaving a divide in England 
for some centuries. Some parts of the United Kingdom are still in conflict between Protestants 
and Catholics, especially Northern Ireland. The most notable years of this conflict, from 1969 – 
1998, were known as The Troubles. In 1969, which is often marked as the beginning of The 
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Troubles, Terrence O’Neill resigned from office, citing he was “bombed from office” by the 
Ulster Volunteer Force (UVF). Later that year, the Irish Republican Army (IRA) “splits between 
those who support armed struggle and those who prefer a political route” (Edwards & 
McGrattan, 2010, p. xi; also supported by McCreary, 2007). Those who remained became known 
as the Official IRA and those who split became known as the Provisional IRA (McKittrick & 
McVea, 2002). According to McCreary (2007): 
The violence in Northern Ireland, and the resultant suffering, had become unfashionable 
topics to discuss. The headlines were moving elsewhere, and reference to the Troubles 
had produced boredom among the policy-makers and the media in capital cities. (p. 14) 
During that thirty year period, over 3,600 people were killed and thousands more were injured 
during the conflict (BBC History, 2013; McKittrick & McVea, 2002). However, the conflict in 
Northern Ireland was not simply a division between Protestants and Catholics. Edwards and 
McGrattan (2010) write, “Thus, the conflict involved not only two distinct religious factions – 
Catholics and Protestants – but also two distinct historical communities and two distinct visions 
for the future” (pp. 125 – 126). This further supports why Northern Ireland is an appropriate case 
study for this model because the origins of religious sectarianism are based on Henry’s break 
from the Catholic Church, the historical nature of this conflict, and Northern Ireland’s 
geographical proximity to the modern day Royal Family in England. Additionally, similar to 
Henry’s process of approaching conflict through ebbs and flows, the Northern Ireland conflict 
waxed and waned before it reached a moment of conflict transformation. These moments where 
there appears to be a flow could also be classified as conflict “turning points.” However, 
although these turning points, passages, or flows add to the transformation process, the ultimate 
transformation or conflict transformation within the conflict is only appropriate at the end of this 
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analysis in regards to the Good Friday Agreement. According to Druckham (2012), turnings 
points are defined as, “key events as resolving an impasse, signing a framework agreement, 
developing formulas and then bargaining over details, and absorbing events outside the talks by 
changing evaluations of the terms on the table or resolving the decision dilemma in the 
endgame” (p. 520).  Druckham (2012) continues to say, “They can be procedural events in which 
the format changes (for example, from a plenary to a working committee structure), the venue is 
changed from a public to a private location, or deadlines are imposed” (p. 520). The nature of 
these impasses and subsequently, the passages of a conflict are applicable to both conflict 
analysts and historians because it focuses on conflict in particular, which is not always the 
objective for historians and it applies a historical framework to the conflict in understanding the 
turning points, which is not always significant to conflict analysts. Additionally, in order to keep 
consistent in illustrating the transformations of individuals, Gerry Adams, an Irish Republican 
politician and a key actor throughout The Troubles will be examined in this model in order to 
fully illustrate not just conflict transformation, but also aspects of personal, political, and if 
necessary, religious transformation, similar to that of Henry and Mary. In addition, historians do 
not always utilize a theory to their research (G. Gershman, personal communication, February 
10, 2014). Although, in this model, the already established role theory will be interjected into the 
steps of the Passage and Impasse Model in order to fully illustrate how conflict is analyzed by a 
historian while making use of the social science practice of utilizing a theoretical framework 
within one’s research.  
The Passage and Impasse Model will be employed in this conflict to provide a way of 
understanding this dispute from a historical perspective. Explanations as to how historians 
analyze the past will be interjected into the text where appropriate, creating an understanding of 
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the inevitable patterns of historical conflict and explaining how the conflict is analyzed and 
confronted from a historical perspective. In addition, examples of Henry’s ebbs and flows are 
interjected into the model just as a means of side-by-side comparison in order to keep consistent 
with the focus of this study. From time to time, a reference will be made to Henry’s reign, 
especially his interpersonal and familial conflicts as juxtaposition to the ebb and flow process of 
the Passage and Impasse Model.   
Sean Byrne addresses historical factors in his model of social cubism on Northern 
Ireland. According to Byrne, history sets the context for the involved events (Byrne & Carter, 
2002). In this case, of the Passage and Impasse Model, the context is already from a historical 
lens and not just as context reinforcement. Additionally, Byrne acknowledges history as stories 
from the past from diverse viewpoints, which contributes, to the actions of particular groups 
during a conflict (Byrne & Carter, 2002). This is similar to the Passage and Impasse Model as it 
explores the specifics of a conflict from the varying sources as well as the interests of these 
sources, in this case, perhaps their roles, which will be explained further in this chapter. Also 
consistent with the supporting references in this chapter, Byrne and Carter (2002) write, 
“Northern Ireland’s troubles are often traced through a long history of ethnic hostility” (p. 744). 
Byrne addresses this history as part of setting the context for the dispute. In the Passage and 
Impasse Model, there is more of a focus on history as opposed to just a background of the 
conflict. When looking at a conflict, even a more modern conflict, through a historical lens, the 
historical factors of the dispute are critical in understanding the passages and impasses which 
created the ebbs and flows of the ongoing conflict and eventual conflict transformation.  
Conflict transformation is the process in which conflicts are transformed into peaceful 
outcomes. The process involves transforming relationships and interests and those factors that 
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support the continuation of violent conflict (Lederach, 2003). Additionally, according to 
Lederach conflict transformation involves an ebb and flow process, which is consistent with the 
Passage and Impasse Model (2003). It is for this reason that flows or turnings points will not 
necessarily mean a transformation or conflict transformation; instead, they are supporting events 
towards conflict transformation. According to Jeong (2000), “Conflict transformation can 
underscore the goal of peace building through empowering a marginalized population exposed to 
extreme vulnerability in such a way to achieve self-sufficiency and well-being” (p. 38). This is 
certainly the case in the Northern Ireland conflict, where the Protestants or Loyalists 
marginalized the Republicans or Catholics in government and the economy. The ebb process is 
not a point or supporting event that leads to conflict transformation. Instead, this is an instance or 
point where the researcher or historian can dive further into the conflict in order to understand 
the underlying themes or explore the historical significance of the situation that set the conflict 
transformation process backwards.  
As conflict is a part of relationships and life, there are times of stability and peace and 
there are times of tension and violence. Lederach looks at the ebb and flow process in conflict 
transformation through the lens of personal relationships and how particular episodes are 
embedded in the overall pattern of human interaction (Lederach, 2003). The Passage and 
Impasse Model differs a bit because it looks at conflicts as a whole and concentrates on 
particular episodes in past disputes, which contribute to the understanding of the ebb and flow 
process in a historical conflict.  
 On April 10 1998, The Good Friday/Belfast Agreement was signed “by all political 
parties, leading eventually, and after a number of major setbacks, to the established of a 
devolved, power-sharing Assembly and Executive” (Rolston, 2013, p. 143; also supported by 
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Mitchell, 1999). The setbacks or impasses of the Northern Ireland conflict were a source of 
frustration and continued violence within the region for decades. Numerous failed attempts at a 
peace treaty and unmet demands on either side were perpetuating the dispute, which the two 
parties of this conflict continued to carry on, upholding a conflict dating back for centuries. The 
conflict of Northern Ireland is a good context for application of the model because although its 
origin has historic roots, it is situated in a context more modern that Henry’s lifetime, yet the two 
have a connection historically. The heart of the Northern Ireland conflict timeline, especially The 
Troubles conflict, can be traced back to the 1960s, which provides enough of a historical 
perspective to break down the main issues and apply the Passage and Impasse Model. This 
conflict is also relevant to issues during Henry VIII and Mary I’s reign because of its proximity 
to England and the level of involvement of the British government, and to an extent, the 
Monarchy. BCC History (2013) writes, “Over the course of three decades, violence on the streets 
of Northern Ireland was commonplace and spilled over into mainland Britain, the Republic of 
Ireland and as far as Gibraltar” (n.p.) 
 In the following pages, there will be a brief overview of the conflict, highlighting 
particular instances where the Passage and Impasse Model applies to the modern conflict and 
using Gerry Adams as the primary actor in illustrating personal, political, and perhaps, religious 
transformation. For the purposes of this study, although the Northern Ireland conflict has ancient 
roots and has been perpetuating for several decades, we will use a snapshot of the conflict 
starting in the beginning of the 1980s. The snapshot will continue through the signing of the 
Good Friday Agreement in 1998 in order to establish a historical perspective.  
The 1980s was an especially eventful time for Northern Ireland. As McCreary (2007) 
writes, “In the period of 1980 – 1993, a total of 1,121 died in Northern Ireland, and there were 
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more than 12,400 reported injuries. There were over 3,200 explosions and more than 7,500 
reported shootings” (p. 105; also supported by Fraser, 2012). McCreary (2007) adds, “The 
Troubles continued throughout 1981, and they set the tone for the rest of the decade” (p. 105). 
From a historian’s perspective, we will begin by what we already know about the event or 
conflict. It is clear there are two sides in this dispute, the Catholics and Protestants, or the 
Nationalists and Loyalists (McCreary, 2007). It is beneficial when analyzing a historical conflict 
to address what often confuses people or fellow researchers about the event. This will be 
discussed in the following sections of this chapter. These same issues or puzzles could 
potentially reveal political, personal, or religious transformations.  
Gerry Adams 
Gerry Adams was a major political figure throughout the Northern Ireland conflict. Adam 
is still president of Sinn Fein, a member of the “Legislative Assembly of Northern Ireland for 
West Belfast and abstentionist MP for West Belfast at Westminster” (The Guardian, 2014, n.p.). 
Adams has been President of Sinn Fein since 1983, three years after the beginning of the 
snapshot used for this analysis (Adams, 2003).  
Today, Adams remains to be a key political figure in Northern Ireland even after the 
peace agreement in 1998 (The Guardian, 2014, n.p.). Adams’ journey throughout The Troubles 
in one of personal and political transformation; he writes in his book, A Farther Shore, “Telling 
my truth is not an excuse for being untruthful. This book is a frank account, essentially a story of 
change. The change involved is specific: it is personal, it is individual. It is a personal journey, 
but it is also communal” (Adams, 2003, p. 5). This personal and political change will be briefly 
detailed in the model of the conflict below, where applicable to the conflict.  
Northern Ireland Conflict 
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While the conflict between the Protestants and Catholics, or the Loyalists and 
Nationalists, is often categorized into those groups of differing religions, it is also their differing 
views on the territory of Northern Ireland that divides the two groups, this would lend to their 
identities within this conflict (Miller, 1998). Firstly, to give a brief history of the conflict in the 
year before 1980, in order to put the violence and event in context, we note that in 1979, 
Margaret Thatcher of the Conservative Party had just been elected Prime Minister (BBC History, 
2013; McKittrick & McVea, 2002; Mulholland, 2002). In addition, the established link between 
The Troubles and the Royal family of England, Lord Louis Mountbatten, cousin to the Queen, 
was assassinated by a Provisional IRA (Provisional Irish Republican Army) bomb that detonated 
off the west coast of Ireland in County Sligo, where he usually vacationed with his family (BBC 
History, 2013; McKittrick & McVea, 2002). The Passage and Impasse Model employs a six-step 
process in order to understand the historical significance of a conflict as well as identifying the 
critical ebbs and flows that contribute to conflict transformation. The following application of the 
model will illustrate all six steps of the model. It was through this method of analysis that the 
basis of this study, pertaining to Henry and Mary, was conducted in conjunction with 
Tamboukou’s Model of Analysis. The researcher employed a unique approach in combining the 
humanities and social sciences to analyze a conflict five hundred years ago and to employ the 
same technique towards a more modern, while somewhat related conflict occurring in the same 
region of the world. The following six steps employed in order to understand or grasp a conflict 
or dispute from a historical perspective. While step one and step six are pertinent to remain in the 
sequential order presented below, the other steps can be out of sequence depending on the nature 
of the conflict and how many instances of ebbs and flows occur throughout the duration of the 
conflict until the eventual transformation.  
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Step One: Putting the Conflict into Context 
In May 1980, Margaret Thatcher, having just been elected into office the previous year, 
meets with Charles Haughey, the Taoiseach of Ireland, to converse on how Anglo-Irish relations 
could improve (Edwards & McGrattan, 2010; Mulholland, 2002). Adams remarks that with 
Thatcher’s power, criminalization was an element integrated by the British; the Irish regarded 
her policies and dealings with Northern Ireland with disdain (Adams, 2003). This shift in 
governmental power is an illustration of political transformation. Similar to many conflicts, and 
easier to interpret with the perspective of history, disputing parties meet to discuss the current 
conflict and issues at hand in order to seemingly move forward in a more peaceful direction. This 
would illustrate the passage aspect to the Passage and Impasse Model as some progress appears 
to have been made regarding a tender situation. As BBC History (2013) writes, “Several attempts 
to find a political solution failed until the Good Friday Agreement, which restored self-
government to Northern Ireland and brought an end to the Troubles” (n.p.). This parallels Henry 
VIII recognizing he does not possess a male heir and, at the criticism of his country and some 
members of his council, he seeks a resolution or transformation by divorcing his first wife and 
remarrying a younger woman in the hopes of securing his line of succession. This may fall in 
line with role interpretation, as Henry reinterpreted his role as a father and monarch of England. 
In this case, Margaret Thatcher takes on a new role, Prime Minister, and interprets that role 
differently than previous and future administrations. However, although this is a point of 
political transformation, it is not always a point of conflict transformation, which is the Good 
Friday Agreement. The flows within the conflict illustrate supporting steps towards conflict 
transformation, but do not necessarily represent conflict transformations themselves.  
297 
 
 During the Northern Ireland conflict, in 1981, the second Hunger Strike was announced 
in March. According to Edwards and McGrattan (2010), “the tactic this time is for unmarried 
prisoners to begin a hunger strike at intervals thus lengthening the protest and amplifying its 
impact with a steady stream of deaths – the IRA killed forty-five people in 1980 and sixty-nine 
people in 1981” (Edwards & McGrattan, 2010, p. 76). Gerry Adams was not yet President of 
Sinn Fein at this point, although becoming increasingly involved in the efforts against the 
Loyalists, his personal transformation begins as he seeks a more predominant role in the 
international political stage. As is illustrated by this historical timeline, although efforts were 
made the prior year for peace between the Loyalists and Nationalists, there were still enormous 
setbacks depicted by the massive number of people who lost their lives that year and in 1981. 
Again, in illustrating the parallels between the Northern Ireland conflict and Henry’s personal 
conflicts, attributed to a reinterpretation of roles and transformations, which therefore became 
national conflicts, there were similar patterns in the ebbs and flows of the conflict. A resolution 
was initiated, similar to the Northern Ireland conflict, and then three steps were taken backwards 
when Henry executed those closest to him, most notably Sir Thomas More and Bishop Fisher, in 
the hopes of gaining recognition of his new marriage and new religious policies. 
The Passage and Impasse Model applies to historical conflicts because the historian or 
practitioner already knows the outcome and is applying a historical analysis framework. 
Particular patterns of a conflict, especially in regards to its ebbs and flows, naturally emerge 
when analyzing a dispute with a historical lens as opposed to a current dispute where the parties 
are in the midst of conflict and the practitioner is tasked with identifying needs and interests 
while emotions and requisites are at their height. When applying this particular model to a past 
conflict, critical moments of frustration, intransigence, and violence can be detected and isolated, 
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breaking down the components of deadlocked issues and repetitive miscalculations in the hopes 
of promoting a more prosperous and effective means of conflict transformation.  
The objective in analyzing past conflicts, assuming they have already abated or been 
resolved, is to detect certain patterns of dysfunction within the structure of interpersonal, 
organizational, or international conflict. In the case of many historical conflicts, especially at the 
international level, it appears that there is an initial step made for conflict transformation, and 
then perhaps two or three major steps back in perpetuating the conflict further. The ebb and flow 
of conflict is standard; however, in times of violence and despair, the ebbs are significant enough 
issues of destruction that perpetuate the conflict to a degree where it could take years to resort 
back into a flow process, a time where conflict transformation is most likely possible (Jeong, 
2000).   
Step Two: Identifying the first point of possible conflict transformation 
 Returning to the Northern Ireland conflict, in 1984, despite efforts being made for 
reconciliation between the two parties, the IRA bombed the Conservative Party conference hotel 
in Brighton, killing five people and barely missing the Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher 
(Adams, 2003). Thatcher was most likely targeted due to what her role as Prime Minister 
represents and how it was interpreted at the time of the conflict (McKittrick & McVea, 2002; 
Mulholland, 2002). Adams (2003) writes of the Brighton bombings, “The Brighton attack was 
enormously popular in nationalist Ireland” (p. 34).  By 1984, Adams was already elected 
Member of Parliament for West Belfast and elected President of Sinn Fein (Adams, 2003). The 
election of Adams to these two positions illustrates a personal and political transformation for 
Adams as he begins to be a primary actor in the conflict. In addition, in 1984, Adams was shot 
five times in ambush by unionist paramilitaries (Adams, 2003). Again, this would be a moment 
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of personal transformation for Adams; his new political roles have forced notoriety as he 
emerges as a prime target for unionists. This additional instance of extreme violence, while 
warranted in the eyes of the IRA, was not a means for moving forward between the two parties. 
 This particular moment is time is focused upon in the six steps because it illustrates a 
major ebb in the conflict and a step back in the conflict transformation process, which is 
eventually culminated with the Good Friday Agreement. Just as the model describes its 
significance, an event to move forward is established, and then two or three steps are taken 
backwards, which perpetuates the conflict. The following year, in November 1985, Margaret 
Thatcher met with Garret FitzGerald, an Irish politician, a premier role in the Irish government 
representing Irish interests, to sign the Anglo-Irish Agreement which afforded Dublin a 
consultative role in the affairs of Northern Ireland and provided “for a restoration of power 
sharing – the latter being dependent on local government” (Edwards & McGrattan, 2000, p. xi). 
At this point in the conflict, there was a step forward, which would fit into the realm of a turning 
point in the conflict, as mentioned above. However, Adams (2003) writes, “there was no meeting 
of the minds. The summit ended and both politicians went off to give their respective press 
conferences” (p. 37). Although a small step considering the immense damage done in the prior 
years, yet still a sign that both parties are willing to work with one another. Unfortunately, this 
does not appear to be a moment of political or personal transformation. If anything, it illustrates 
somewhat of a “flow” in the right direction. In analyzing a conflict, especially one of 
international proportions, much of the time the conflict spans decades, which allows the historian 
or practitioner in the field of Conflict Analysis and Resolution the flexibility to pinpoint crucial 
patterns and instances of passages and impasses, such as turning points.  
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Next within the Northern Ireland conflict, in November 1987, French authorities 
intercepted a large consignment of weapons and explosives coming from Libya en route to the 
IRA and an IRA bomb detonated and killed eleven people at a Remembrance Day ceremony in 
Enniskillen (McKittrick & McVea, 2002; Mulholland, 2002). During this same year, Adams is 
re-elected Member of Parliament for West Belfast, a personal transformation as his role in 
politics is reaffirmed with his re-election (Adams, 2003). Additionally, Adams and John Hume, a 
politician active in the Nationalist Party, agree to party-to-party meetings (Adams, 2003). This 
would support Adams’ political transformation as he gains more notoriety in politics. In terms of 
the Northern Ireland conflict, this time represents a major step backwards in terms of reaching an 
agreement. Here, a pattern is established by which we can fully recognize the ebbs and flows of 
this conflict. As mentioned earlier, this conflict has ancient roots dating back to colonialism, but 
many scholars feel that its climax, when The Troubles began, is in the 1960s (McKittrick & 
McVea, 2002). It should be mentioned that, while these instances are crucial turning points in the 
conflict, they are only scratching the surface. In fact, when analyzing a conflict from a historical 
perspective and implementing a historical model, most of the time, even regarding personal and 
organizational conflict, each turning point or event within the conflict has its own individual 
history. In order to fully analyze a conflict from a historical perspective, more layers must be 
pulled back and then explored to fully understand the complexities and factors of the dispute. For 
example, before analyzing a conflict like Northern Ireland, background research must be 
engaged to put these events into context.  
Step Three: Exploring Historical Significance  
For this step in the model, there is a location mentioned, Enniskillen, for the researcher or 
historian, who is looking at this conflict, this location is not one of the main cities or towns that 
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The Troubles occupied during the height of the conflict. For this reason, the researcher would 
want to explore the significance of this town and what is meant to both sides and parties engaged 
in this dispute. The Remembrance Day ceremony in Enniskillen, a historical context would be 
the history of the Remembrance Day ceremony and the significance of Enniskillen. According to 
the Royal British Legion, Remembrance Day Sunday is the second Sunday in November, 
dedicated to all those who have given their lives to bring peace and freedom. This is primarily a 
British observed holiday, which explains why the IRA targeted it in order to detonate bombs. 
Additionally, members of the Royal family attend Remembrance Day as a tribute to their armed 
forces. Again, as the Loyalists or Protestants represent loyalty to the crown of England, the IRA, 
representing the Nationalists and Catholics, targeted this ceremonial event as a prime gathering 
of their enemies. In regards to the significance of Enniskillen, it is a town in Northern Ireland 
that is the seat of government for the county. Furthermore, Enniskillen was the site of the 
foundation of two British Army regiments, specifically the Ulster Defense Regiment, which is 
most likely the reason why the British chose the town to be the spot for their Remembrance Day.  
The historian would look at how this event affected the conflict and its ripple effect. 
According to BBC News History, “the political ramifications of the bombings were significant. 
After admitting responsibility, the IRA lost much of its international support” (BBC News 
History, n.p.). Another aspect to consider when analyzing a conflict from a historical perspective 
is bias. The preceding quote came from BBC, the British Broadcasting Corporation, which 
provides news coverage for all regions of the world and therefore a primary document or data 
source available on a particular conflict. This needs to be taken into account, as the BBC is a 
function of the government on one side of this conflict.  
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Next, as a historian, the context would be brought back to the future in order to gain the 
full scope of the event or conflict (Gaddis, 2004). This is also consistent with not only a standard 
historical analysis, but also, with the Tamboukou Model from the social sciences (Riessman, 
2008). This unique blend of methodologies can be implemented when analyzing history, 
especially incorporating recurring themes, which was the backbone of this particular study.  
A recent article came out came out in the Irish News, Irish Times, and the Belfast 
Telegraph which commemorates the 26th anniversary of the bombing. According to Gerry 
Moriarty (2013) of the Irish Times, “the British and Irish governments were committed to 
working ‘together to build a sense of peace and reconciliation across all communities’” (n.p.).  In 
attendance at this ceremony was Taoiseach Enda Kenny, Tánaiste Eamon Gilmor, and DUP First 
Minister Peter Robinson (Moriarty, 2013).  Additionally, Moriarty (2013) goes on to say, “The 
Northern Secretary Theresa Villiers said Mr. Kenny’s attendance was ‘a welcome sign of the 
close relationships between the two governments and a recognition, of course, that men and 
women throughout the island of Ireland have lost their lives in armed conflict’” (n.p). This gives 
the researcher or historian an idea of where the conflict lies today and what the feelings of both 
parties have been towards one another. In addition, Moriarty writes of another ceremony of 
Remembrance Day headed by the Royal family and the British government. According to 
Moriarty (2013), “In Britain Queen Elizabeth II honoured [sic] members of the Armed Forces 
killed in conflict as Remembrance Sunday services took place around the UK to remember the 
war dead” (n.p.). This shows juxtaposition amongst those hurt in the conflict and a continuity of 
the purpose of the day, to commemorate those lost at war by the ceremonial act of laying a 
wreath by Queen Elizabeth II, a role and ultimate icon for British supremacy and rule (Moriarty, 
2013). Further layers could be explored in this one event amongst a series of events in the 1980s, 
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which is just a decade of The Troubles, in a conflict spanning at least thirty years. This act would 
illustrate another symbolic turning point on the road to conflict transformation in Northern 
Ireland. Although the bombing at Remembrance Day appears to have been just another bombing 
orchestrated by the IRA, it was actually a turning point in the conflict, illustrating a significant 
ebb or impasse. As BBC History (n.d.) noted, after admitting to the bombing, the IRA lost much 
of the international support it once had.  
Step Four: Recognizing the next step towards conflict transformation 
The following year, in January 1988, a few months after the Remembrance Day bombing, 
John Hume, the founding member of the Social Democratic and Labour Party in Northern 
Ireland and Adams began a series of meetings (Adams, 2003). Although the meetings were 
seemingly called off and the “minutes published in September; they continue sercretly into the 
1990s” (Edwards & McGrattan, 2010, p. xi; also supported by McKittrick & McVea, 2002).  
Again, this illustrates a political transformation for Adams and perhaps, personal as his political 
career is strengthened through his involvement with these talks.  
This year is additionally important, especially when analyzing the conflict from a 
historical lens. The researcher or historian already knows that the Good Friday Agreement was 
signed in 1998. This next step in the model looks at the conflict ten years prior to the signing of 
the Good Friday Agreement. This provides the researcher with an idea of the state of the conflict 
ten year prior to the eventual conflict transformation. After a period of ebbs, this is another 
passage into what could be prophetic to future negotiations. However, the following year, in 
1989, the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland, Peter Brooke, a member of the Conservative 
Party serving under Margaret Thatcher, stated that the IRA “could not be militarily defeated” 
(Edwards & McGrattan, 2010, p. xii). This appears to be another impasse in the peace process; 
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although, it does recognize the military strength of the IRA and perhaps urged political leaders to 
seek an alternative method for resolving conflict.  
Step Five: Further historical investigation into the conflict 
Another level of analysis a historian would take within this historical model, despite 
extensive background literature read prior to the analysis, is to dive further in depth to determine 
who the parties were in this conflict and where their interests lie. This would be consistent with 
“peeling back” the layers of history, which is illustrated in the Tamboukou Model. According to 
the U.K.’s Parliament website, Peter Brooke, or Lord Brooke of Sutton Mandeville, joined the 
House of Lords in July 2001, after his time as Secretary of State of Northern Ireland. He served 
as Secretary of State of Northern Ireland from 1989 – 1992 and immediately prior to that, he was 
the Conservative Party Chair (www.parliament.uk, n.d.). From this information alone, it is clear 
where Brooke’s interests lie and where his biases may be in the conflict. However, during the 
Good Friday Agreement, from 1997-2001 he was the Chair of the Northern Ireland Affairs 
Committee, which meant he played a prominent role during the peace process and which also 
means, based on the end date of his service as Chair, he was inducted into the House of Lords 
immediately after his commitment was satisfied, another role interpreted by the conflict and 
situation in which the role was being fulfilled. This would most likely indicate that he 
represented Britain’s interests well and they were satisfied with his performance during the 
period of the Good Friday Agreement. Even when applying a historical model, historians will 
draw inferences on dates and results occurring before or after the dates listed. It is important to 
look beyond the text and pay attention to what is being omitted.  
  In 1991, Peter Brooke, “announces a ‘three-stranded approach’ to take into account 
relationships between Northern Ireland, Westminster, relationships between the Republic and the 
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U.K.” (Edwards & McGrattan, 2010, p. xii; also supported by McKittrick & McVea, 2002). 
Brooke stressed that Britain had “‘no strategic or economic interest in Northern Ireland’” while 
Northern Ireland was becoming costly to Britain “in terms of blood and treasure” (Edwards & 
McGrattan, 2010, p. 89). Again, this seemingly looks like a step in the right direction for the 
conflict, while the early 90s offered some glimpse of hope in Northern Ireland. However, 
McKittrick and McVea (2002) write, “The rest of 1991 brought more IRA attacks in Britain, 
more killings of IRA members by the SAS and an increase in loyalist activity” (p. 177). At this 
time, John Hume writes “the first drafts of a Joint Declaration for the two governments” (Adams, 
2003, p. xix). This is a strong illustration of a political transformation. At the same time, US 
politicians were about to start campaigning for the 1992 presidential election, which in effect 
would wind up being enormously beneficial to the people of Northern Ireland. According to 
Edwards and McGrattan (2010), “the election of Bill Clinton to the office of President of the 
United States in January 1993 ushered in a new American diplomacy and brought a much-
needed fillip to an embryonic peace process” (p. 90; also supported by Fraser, 2012). During that 
time, Adams and John Hume maintained a public focus and exerted pressure on John Major, the 
British Prime Minister, as a result, two governments came together on “Wednesday, December 
15, when at a joint press conference John Major and Albert Reynolds produced the Downing 
Street Declaration” (Adams, 2003, p. 143). The declaration reiterates the ‘principle consent’ and 
asks the IRA to renounce all violence (McCreary, 2007; McKittrick & McVea, 2002). The 
declaration not only illustrates a major turning point or flow in the conflict, but it also illustrates 
a strong political transformation, not only within the conflict, but personally, for Gerry Adams. 
This begins the “tapering off” process of the conflict and a step forward into the conflict 
transformation, which will eventually culminate with the Good Friday Agreement. While prior to 
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this there had been a process of passages and impasses throughout the conflict, this is the turning 
point where small steps forward marked the beginning of a more peaceful future for the two 
groups. In the next few years, small steps that lead to huge outcomes were agreed upon, leading 
to the build up or climax of the Good Friday Agreement. In support of this, McCreary (2007) 
writes, “Without the Downing Street Declaration, there could have been no Good Friday 
Agreement” (p. 133). This would be considered a major turning point in terms of negotiations. 
Although the Good Friday Agreement would not be signed until five years later, without this 
turning point, the process may have taken longer, illustrating a positive political transformation. 
Step Six: Recognizing the final steps towards conflict transformation  
A historian could employ a further look at the Downing Street Declaration to understand 
the terms of the agreement, which would shape the next five years leading up to the final 
agreement. In short, Adams (2002) writes of the declaration: 
On behalf of the British government, John Major reaffirmed ‘that they will uphold the 
democratic wish of a greater number of people of Northern Ireland on the issue of 
whether they prefer to support the union or a sovereign united Ireland’. (p. 143) 
As the Downing Street Declaration was prophetic to the eventual conflict transformation, there 
are most likely aspects of the Declaration that illustrate the needs and interests of both parties, 
creating a political and personal transformation for all those involved. It appears that the 
Downing Street Declaration was drawn up primarily to end the violence inflicted by the IRA 
(Dixon, 2008). According to the terms of this document, this step appears to be a major passage 
for both parties, a clear turning point. However, without even having to know the events over the 
next few years, it would already be deductively assumed by what is not mentioned, that these 
terms did not fully take or else there would be no need for the Good Friday Agreement 
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(McCreary, 2007). Former Senator George Mitchell (1999) wrote that although this Agreement 
“did not by itself provide or guarantee an end to the conflict, it was a historic accord that made 
possible the achievement of peace” (p. xi). Mitchell (1999) went on to say, “But for a year and a 
half there was little progress on implementing the Agreement” (p. xi). As was predicted, more 
violence was to come, this time on the part of the Protestants/Loyalists. Early in 1994, Adams 
writes to John Major in seeking further clarification of the Downing Street Declaration, although, 
Major refuses (Adams, 2003). This is a personal transformation for Adams, as he reaches out 
directly to a member of the British government in the hopes of fostering further understanding. 
In June 1994, six Catholics were murdered in a “loyalist attack on a bar in Loughinisland, 
County Dawn” (Edwards & McGrattan, 2010, p. xii). As the model predicts, this was another 
impasse in the evolution of the Northern Ireland peace process and a step backwards in terms of 
political and personal transformation for those involved. Adams (2003) writes, “The peace 
process was still in crisis” (p. 158). However, in October of that  year, the “Combined Loyalist 
Military Command declares a loyalist ceasefire on behalf of the UVF/RHC (Red Hand 
Commando) and UDA/UFF (Ulster Defense Association/Ulster Freedom Fighters)” (Edwards & 
McGrattan, 2010, p. xii; also supported by McCreary, 2007). At this time, former President Bill 
Clinton, a role possessing executive powers, appointed former Maine Senator George Mitchell to 
the task of overseeing the Northern Ireland peace treaty. “On November 1 Present Clinton issued 
a statement on Northern Ireland. It was part of a continuing process under which, for the first 
time, the problems there were given a high priority by an American administration” (Mitchell, 
1999, p. 9). This would illustrate a major political transformation for the region as well as a 
personal transformation for all those involved. Additionally, Edwards and McGrattan (2010) 
wrote, “two governments appoint George Mitchell as head of a commission to propose a way out 
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of the decommissioning talks impasse” (p. xiii; also supported by McCreary, 2007; McKittrick & 
McVea, 2002).  This is further evidence that at this point during the conflict, the issue of 
violence and weapons were at an impasse. In January 1996, the Mitchell Commission 
recommended, “decommissioning should occur in tandem with the talks process” (Edwards & 
McGrattan, 2010, p. xiii). This is an additional small step in the passage process and the eventual 
signing of the peace agreement. In February of that year, the IRA ceasefire ended when a bomb 
exploded in London’s Canary Wharf (McKittrick & McVea, 2002). Mitchell further supported 
this when he wrote, “On the evening of February 9, a huge explosion rocked London. Two 
people killed, a hundred injured, and the property damage was in the millions of pounds. The 
IRA claimed responsibility. The ceasefire was over” (Mitchell, 1999, p. 41). This was a major 
setback or impasse during the peace negotiations. At this point, several agreements had been 
attempted, the US had gotten involved, and the IRA was still using deadly force for their cause. 
With as much progress made, there still appeared to be impasses, which stunted the peace 
process and further illustrated the ebbs and flows of an international conflict, consistent with the 
Passage and Impasse Model. 
 In the previous year, Adams took a trip to the US to visit Boston, Hartford, Springfield, 
Detroit, Cleveland, New York, Philadelphia, Washington, San Francisco, Los Angeles, and then 
up to Canada (Adams, 2003). He writes of the experience, “The visit to Cleveland was a personal 
highlight for me. There I had the honor and privilege to meet Mrs. Rosa Parks, whose stand 
against racial prejudice and her refusal to sit at the back of the bus is credited by many as 
sparking the American civil rights movement” (p. 184). Adams’ experience illustrates a major 
personal transformation for him as he shares his experiences with others who have fought in for 
their own rights in times of oppression. He also notes that politicians in major US cities were 
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eager to help. Adams (2003) writes, “Senator Kennedy was a gracious host in Boston, taking 
time out of his senatorial election battle to meet me at Logan Airport and later to host a public 
event” (p. 184). This would also be somewhat of a political transformation, as Adams connected 
with US politicians who were willing to hear his story and role within the Northern Ireland 
conflict.  
However, back at home in Northern Ireland, Dixon (2008) writes, “The peace process 
had again reached deadlock. The polarization of society in Northern Ireland indicated at the 
Forum elections and as a result of Drumcree constrained the possibility of movement towards the 
centre ground among nationalist and unionist political elites” (p. 261). This was an impasse on 
the part of political parties and elections. Additionally, “in a run-up to the 1997 election New 
Labour had indicated a willingness to engage with republicans in a bid to resuscitate the ailing 
process” (Edwards & McGrattan, 2010, p. 94). Following that year, in July 1997, the IRA 
announced another ceasefire and the Independent Commission on Decommissioning was 
appointed to oversee the process (Edwards & McGrattan, 2010; McKittrick & McVea, 2002). 
The same month, Sinn Fein agreed to re-enter the multi-party talks, another turning point in the 
conflict eventually leading to conflict transformation (Mitchell, 1999).  
Although the next year leading up to the singing of the Good Friday/Belfast Agreement 
was not a smooth road, consisting of its own passages and impasses, the result of the agreement 
was an unprecedented milestone for all those involved. As Edwards and McGrattan (2010) 
wrote, “The signing of the Belfast/Good Friday Agreement represents an unprecedented moment 
in the history of Anglo-Irish relations. For the first time, the two governments, together with the 
main representatives of nationalism and unionism in Northern Ireland, agreed to operate a set of 
political institutions” (p. 95). McKittrick and McVea (2002) support this by saying, “A 
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combination of violence and unprecedented political movement made 1998 one of the most 
remarkable years of the troubles” (p. 218). This agreement, the ultimate passage or conflict 
transformation turning point, within the conflict, was the conclusion of a long “protracted 
negotiating process and was presented by the SDLP as a vindication of their policies on power 
sharing and the Irish dimension” (Edwards & McGrattan, 2010, p. 95). However, the details of 
the Good Friday Agreement reveal some ambiguity. According to Dixon (2008), “The Good 
Friday Agreement established a constitution for Northern Ireland but there have been important 
differences over to what degree that constitution is open to interpretation” (p. 282; also supported 
by McKittrick & McVea, 2002). Adams was quite involved in the Good Friday Agreement. In 
his book, he remarks, “The final phase of the negotiations began early on the Wednesday 
morning. Bertie Ahern had flown up for a breakfast meeting with Tony Blair” (p. 344). 
Additionally, he writes, “We still needed some aspects of the Agreement to be sorted out as well 
as other issues like northern representation in southern institutions” (Adams, 2003, p. 350). From 
the tone in his book, Adams appears anxious and excited for the negotiations to take place. By 
this supposition, similar to the conclusions made on the data regarding Henry and Mary, a 
personal transformation took place in Adams as he worked side-by-side with members of the 
British government in order to come to an understanding.  
Unfortunately, this ultimate “passage” in the conflict did not completely end all violence 
in the region. Just as the Passage and Impasse Model allows for varying degrees of ebbs and 
flows, some major ebbs and flows, there continued and currently continue to be a waxing and 
waning process towards peace in Northern Ireland. Edwards and McGrattan (2010) write, “The 
Good Friday Agreement did not automatically settle the conflict in Northern Ireland, nor did it 
lead to the permanent eradication of physical violence, intimidation, and conflict within or 
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between communities” (p. 99). However, according to Adams (2003), “The majority of political 
prisoners were released” (p. 367). This illustrates both a political transformation for the region as 
well as a personal transformation for those involved at the individual level. Since the Agreement, 
peace has been further enforced and implemented at a grassroots level (Edwards & McGrattan, 
2010; McKittrick & McVea, 2002). In 1999, the Northern Ireland peace process continued to 
stay on track with the agreement, but everything was moving slower than the supporters 
imagined (McKittrick & McVea, 2002). McKittrick and McVea (2002) write, “The killings 
continued, thought at a much-reduced rate” (p. 225). In fact, by 2008, ten years after the 
agreement was signed, “the community and voluntary sector employed over 29,000 paid workers 
in Northern Ireland, employment figures on a par with the glory days of the shipbuilding industry 
in the 1960s” (Edwards & McGrattan, 2008, p. 101). Additionally, Houston (2012) adds, “The 
benchmark for what was idiosyncratically known in Northern Ireland as an ‘acceptable level of 
violence’ has lowered considerably since 1998” (p. 25). Houston (2012) goes on to say, “The 
Agreement and its political arrangements have become embedded and legitimized locally, and 
these are underpinned by markedly improved bilateral relations between the United Kingdom 
and Ireland” (p. 25). In addition, there are also a number of centers or spaces allocated for 
reconciliation in not only Northern Ireland, but also in the Republic of Ireland. Those places 
include but are not limited to the Glencree Centre of Reconciliation in Wicklow, Ireland and The 
Corrymeela Community in Ballycastle, Northern Ireland (McCreary, 2007). Corrymeela opened 
in 1965, prior to the worst years of the conflict. However, they remained positive throughout the 
worst of times to come. McCreary (2007) writes, “Despite the constant demands arising from the 
violence and disruption within Northern Ireland, the Community and its members remained open 
to new ideas” (p. 141). This illustrates additional passages in the region in continuing to prosper 
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as a poster-child for reconciliation. Although these centers were established even before the heart 
of the conflict ensued, they prospered and continued to offer alternative disputation resolution 
services to communities and individuals in need of peace and reconciliation (McCreary, 2007).  
As recently as 2011, Queen Elizabeth II visited Dublin Castle in order to recognize the 
wrongs done by the British Army. Although she did not specifically issue an official apology, 
she recognized that there were wrongs committed by both sides and then proposed a toast to the 
people of Ireland (n.a., 2011). This was a major step for a monarch to visit Ireland, and 
furthermore propose and wish for peace. There continue to be passages in the journey to 
reconciliation, just as there will again be instances of impasses, with the hope that the passages 
will create more understanding and harmony in the region and the impasses will eventually 
subside until they no longer exist.  
This systematic process of the Passage and Impasse Model illustrate the specifics of each 
step in order to understand a conflict from a historical perspective, while employing the theories 
and aspects of personal, political, and religious transformation, which were used in the analysis 
of Henry and Mary. The chart below illustrates this process in simpler terms and situates its 
significance in the field of conflict analysis. 
This chart or process chart shows the process of analyzing a historical conflict at surface 
level, making the process of analyzing more comprehensive, instead of the in-depth steps of the 
Passage and Impasse Model.
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Conclusion 
Although there continue to be some conflict within the region, it is an ever-growing 
process, still exhibiting the ebbs and flows of the Passage and Impasse Model. The height of the 
violence and the ruthless killing and vengeance by both paramilitary groups has subdued in the 
years after the Belfast Agreement. Most historical conflicts, especially ones with such deep roots, 
need more time and perspective to be understood fully and to show signs of healing from past 
traumas, which illustrates the prolonged process of conflict transformation through pinpointing a 
series of turning points. Henry VIII, for example, left behind a legacy in breaking from the 
Catholic Church and establishing the Anglican Church that left his country and neighboring 
countries in conflict for centuries to come. Henry’s personal decisions, i.e. his desire to marry 
Anne Boleyn, had huge political and religious conflicts that did not just affect the people of his 
realm during his lifetime, but those of his children, and their successors. After Henry’s death, 
England continued to see conflict between the Protestants and Catholics, most notably in the 
reign of Mary. While the Northern Ireland conflict is not directly related to the monarchy, its 
origins and history cannot be traced back without recognizing the break from the Catholic 
Church and the aggressive colonization of Ireland during the Tudor era (Wilson, 2011). This 
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history of oppression and violence between the English and the Irish set the stage for heated 
tensions for centuries to come with the culmination of The Troubles in the 1960s as a deep-
rooted conflict of sectarian violence until the signing of the Good Friday/Belfast Agreement in 
1998. The model shows the ebbs and flows of this conflict, the significance of turning points, 
which finally culminated with the Good Friday/Belfast Agreement, identifies the flows within 
the conflict, and makes it possible to further support efforts in peace-building with a nation or 
region that at one time was deemed hopeless. These glimpses of hope give peacemakers and 
unitary actor(s) reason and optimism to further their efforts in the anticipation that one day there 
will be some form of peace between the parties and therefore that region of the world.  
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Chapter 12 
Conclusions on Historical Figures 
 The findings chapter offered an explanation based on the available literature pertaining to 
Henry and Mary and their roles and the psychosocial theories developed regarding their 
behavior. Before the study was conducted, the researcher subscribed to the theory that Mary 
lived up to her ruthless reputation and acted out cruelly towards Elizabeth and her subjects. After 
the study was concluded, this original theory was proved wrong as the data revealed a much 
more complicated picture of Mary’s life and conflict with her roles. Additionally, prior to this 
study, the researcher hypothesized that one of the already exiting theories on Henry’s behavior 
and cruelty would prove true, but instead, a new theory on Henry’s behavior emerged coinciding 
with different dates than the existing theories by Tudor historians and scholars. The historical 
figure conclusions will be illustrated below within the context role theory, a main feature of this 
study. 
1. Original theories on Henry’s unexplainable behavior and familial cruelty never 
considered Henry’s roles or perhaps, identity as a factor in his behavior, as his identity 
becomes threatened by other’s identities within his relationships. Suzannah Lipscomb 
specifically focuses on the year 1536 as a reason for his personal transformation, 
primarily considering external factors. Kyra Kramer, a medical anthropologist, considers 
McLeod Syndrome to be the cause of Henry’s fertility issues, his wives’ inability to carry 
to term, and his irrational and extreme behavior, pinpointing the year 1535 as a pivotal 
year for Henry because this is the year he first began executing people close to him28. 
Hilary Mantel and Alison Weir do not believe Henry changed at all. Instead, they both 
believe that his behavior was consistent throughout his life because he coolly executed 
28 Thomas More 
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members of the nobility early in his reign as a young man. David Starkey believes that 
Henry was above all, interested in fame. His actions were driven by notoriety and he 
conducted himself accordingly in order to achieve the highest level of recognition.  
a) In this study, all of these theories or conclusions on Henry’s behavior do not fully 
comply with the findings. The literature was consistent in that Henry carelessly 
executed members of the nobility such as the Duke of Buckingham in 1521, a 
maternal relative, early in his reign, which would debunk Suzannah Lipscomb’s 
theory that external factors contributed to Henry’s behavior and transformation in 
1536. Additionally, he executed his close friend Thomas More in 1535 and 
banished Cardinal Wolsey, another trusted advisor and friend, in 1530. While 
1535 is consistent with Kyra Kramer’s theory on Henry’s behavior and personal 
transformations, he still exhibited questionable and unexplainable behavior before 
this date. Mantel and Weir do not believe Henry ever transformed or changed, 
personally, which is plausible, although his behavior was so drastic in the later 
years of his reign that a transformation or change in his character is often the only 
explanation for such cruelty towards his wives and children. David Starkey’s 
theory on Henry’s vocation for notoriety is also conceivable because it coincides 
with his roles and therefore identity conflicts, which is the main theme of the 
concluding arguments on Henry. 
b) Based on the primary sources, secondary sources, and contextual biographies, it 
appears that instead of a combination of external factors and in lieu of exhuming 
Henry’s body and testing for McLeod Syndrome, as Kramer hypothesizes, his 
behavior and cruelty is best explained through psychosocial theories based on his 
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identity conflicts threatened by additional identities around him, more specifically 
Anne Boleyn. Additionally, due to the release of structural constraints, which 
occurred due to his political and religious transformation, Henry was able to 
evoke more than one identity. According to the primary and secondary sources 
used for this study, Henry began questioning himself and the future of his family 
shortly after the Field of the Cloth of Gold, which took place in 1520, which 
would put him at twenty-nine years old. Already occupying the roles of monarch, 
father, and husband, Henry sought something additional in his life, most likely a 
love connection and a male heir. Anne Boleyn appears to be a consistent reference 
in the late 1520s, most predominately in 1528, which is when Henry’s divorce 
proceedings begin from Katherine of Aragon. As mentioned in the previous 
chapter, Anne Boleyn coincides with Henry’s personal transformation, which 
therefore reinterpreted his role as husband and monarch. His reinterpreted roles 
and his remarriage to Anne Boleyn snowballs into a religious and political 
transformation for England. Henry begins his surly behavior when he does not 
receive immediate gratification or the answer he desires from his council 
regarding his divorce proceedings. He then took on an additional role as Supreme 
Head of the Church of England once he broke from the Catholic Church in order 
to marry Anne. It is at this time that his behavior becomes more marked. 
However, perhaps an alternative explanation is necessary, Henry appears to have 
had an issue with his identity when the structural constraints of his past life 
(Katherine of Aragon, Catholic Church) are broken and new identities are evoked. 
Role conflict is too simple of an explanation; instead, Henry’s choices, based on 
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his already cruel demeanor, created issues in his identity, specifically social 
identity, as his role interpretation became blurry once he broke from the church, 
his first wife, and became estranged from his oldest daughter. From that point on, 
he only further complicated his family structure by marrying four more times after 
executing Anne Boleyn in 1536.  
c) The psychosocial meanings behind his actions are also compounded with the 
already existing theories on his behavior and personal transformation. As Mantel 
and Weir argue, Henry never changed, and instead always exhibited cruel 
behavior. This holds merit based on his accelerating cruelty, as he got older. This 
is explained due to the stress of his role interpretations and his own social identity 
within his family structure, which changed upon his divorce and remarriage to 
Anne. His relationship with Mary becomes tumultuous when she refuses to 
submit to his will and only under duress does she agree to his terms, then being 
accepted back into his life. This kind of child-like behavior did not appear over 
night, but instead took on different form(s) once Henry began to manage his own 
government after Wolsey’s death. Based on all the sources on Henry’s early reign, 
Henry had no interest managing government and instead, left that to others, 
another example of immature behavior, which did not change over time, only 
transformed into additional areas of his life.  
2. Mary’s reputation precedes her in folklore and in her modern biographies. The versions 
of Mary are polarized in that she is either all evil, as illustrated in many of the secondary 
sources used in this study, written in Queen Victoria’s reign; or, she is an unprecedented 
and maligned queen who did all she could for her country and is largely misunderstood 
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by historians and her successors. However, based on this data for this study, the truth is 
somewhere in between these two polarized assumptions of Mary Tudor. Porter theorizes 
that Mary went through a change or personal transformation in the year 1536, which is 
coincidently the same year Lipscomb theorizes for Henry. Based on the documents 
available in this study, the 1536 year seems more applicable to Mary than it does for 
Henry. 
a) Unlike Henry, Mary’s alleged cruelty, which is largely proven untrue, and 
personal transformation is supported by external factors, primarily contingent on 
her father’s personal life and therefore the political and religious changes he made 
to England. Once Henry’s remarriage to Anne Boleyn took place, Mary was cast 
off in the hopes of producing a male heir. Due to Mary’s insubordination and 
unwillingness to comply with her father’s new life, those in service treated her 
harshly. According to the primary and secondary sources, Anne enforced the 
threats by Henry’s ministers out of fear and jealousy that Mary may regain power 
and displace Anne and her baby daughter, Elizabeth. This is when Mary’s roles 
begin to become complicated as she was no longer Henry’s heir and only child, 
she was instead, considered his illegitimate daughter with his first wife, Katherine 
of Aragon.  
b) Mary’s roles are already complicated due to her gender in the sixteenth century, 
as there was no precedent (ambiguity) of a queen regnant of England. She would 
undoubtedly face a role conflict if she ascended to the throne of England based on 
the demands of a monarch and the demands of a female during the 1500s in 
England. With this being said, she handled her role as a woman wisely, while still 
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attempting to maintain her monarchial power as a sovereign. She married Philip 
of Spain in the hopes of conceiving a Catholic heir to succeed her on the throne.  
c) At the same time, she already had an heir in waiting, her sister Elizabeth. Many 
stories, especially historical fiction, as well as some sources, both primary and 
secondary, conclude that Mary’s alleged cruelty was unwarranted, especially 
regarding Elizabeth’s arrest and imprisonment following Wyatt’s Rebellion in 
1554. However, consistent with the times, this was the protocol for those 
suspected of treason regardless if they were the heir to the throne or a sister to the 
queen. Again, Mary experienced a role conflict in her position as a queen (due to 
the ambiguity of the role) and sister to Elizabeth. Elizabeth posed a dangerous 
political threat to Mary as she represented the Protestant faith at a time when 
Mary was implementing a religions transformation and thus political 
transformation. Elizabeth represented an undeniable political threat to Mary and 
was therefore treated as both a princess of the realm and a prisoner under 
questioning. Mary experienced a direct role conflict in her roles as Queen of 
England and sister to Elizabeth.  
d) Based on Machyn’s Diary and the Chronicle of Queen Jane and Two Years of 
Queen Mary, there does not appear to be much discomfort or opposition to the 
burnings of Protestants in the name of religion; this was Mary’s role as Queen and 
crusader of the Catholic Church. As was previously mentioned, in sixteenth 
century England there were no human rights or religious tolerance so Mary’s 
method of punishing those who subscribed to heretical teachings was not unusual 
for the times and therefore could not be conceived as cruel. From a historical 
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perspective, the method of execution, burning, and the number of people executed 
in a short period is what has maligned Mary’s reputation.   
Contributions of the Study 
 This study was of an unusual nature with its blend of the history discipline in the 
humanities as well as conflict analysis and resolution in the social sciences. While focusing on a 
period in history removed by almost five hundred years, the researcher was able to discover 
problems or issues within the concepts of power and authority, which have changed little 
throughout time. Thus, this study dealt with issues of human nature regarding political, religious, 
and personal conflicts contributing to further understanding and advancement in the field of 
conflict analysis and resolution. In addition, this study seeks to contribute to the field of history, 
specifically of the Tudor era, by lending a new perspective to the complicated and much-debated 
characters of Henry VIII and Mary I.  
 The sixteenth century, especially in Europe, was a transformational period when the 
medieval world met with pre-modern advancements that mimic today’s society. At this cusp of 
modernity, some of the patterns and concepts that plagued the people of sixteenth century 
England are still reoccurring issues facing today’s world. Betrayal, pride, and suspicion are not 
outdated concepts or emotions only felt by those who lived in sixteenth century England, born or 
married into a royal family as part of a monarchy. As was given as an example in the previous 
chapter, more recently, in Morocco, the monarchy was accused of allegedly creating a similar 
arrangement of imprisonment for those suspected of an uprising and threat to the seat of power. 
Again, the main concepts of power, within a family unit or in this case, monarchial power, is 
another reoccurring concept which created personal conflicts, as well as intrafamilial conflicts, 
and finally state conflicts fed by religion and politics. However, cruelty by sixteenth century 
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standards was classified differently in comparison to a similar situation, which occurred in 1970s 
Morocco. In the case of Morocco, the United States has gotten involved because of the clear 
human rights issues pertaining to the situation. In sixteenth century England, there were no 
human rights issues. The king’s law was God’s law and therefore his power was unlimited when 
it came down to punishment and perceived cruelty. The term cruelty is defined in the 
introduction and literature review portion of this study. This use of the term is applicable in cases 
of royals and non-royals, as well as sixteenth century issues and modern-day conflict. In most 
cases throughout this study, cruelty is referred to in the context of familial cruelty; however, 
especially in the cases of modern conflict, it also includes political cruelty and a sovereign’s 
cruelty towards one’s subjects. In royal families or political families in the public eye, political 
cruelty is often closely linked with familial cruelty. For example, if a sovereign is cruel towards 
his heir, then that would have political ramifications as to the effectiveness and image that royal 
family portrays and the nature of the relationship between the sovereign and heir to the throne. 
Again, cruelty on behalf of those in power have different ramification than a non-royal, non-
public family experiencing difficult familial relations. 
These are not outdated concepts used within the historical context; power is still a 
wielding force in the world today and the fall from grace, whether orchestrated by enemies or 
one’s only family, is often cruel and can be perceived as a sign of betrayal. Sixteenth century 
England dealt with issues of religious divisions, which is similar to the conflict in Northern 
Ireland. However, in terms of cruelty, again, sixteenth century standards of cruelty differ greatly 
from a conflict, which is still lingering in the region and came to a climax in the 1980s and 
1990s.  
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In a relatively recent revelation in 2009, Gerry Adams, came public that his now 
deceased father emotionally, physically, and sexually abused members of his large family over 
the course of many years (Bowcott, 2009). Adam’s father was Gerry Adams, Sr., a prominent 
member of the IRA. Gerry Adams, Jr. also went on to become a strong influence in politics. 
While Adams admits that he himself was not abused by his father, he felt deep shock at his 
father’s cruelty towards other members of his family. Adams could not believe that someone 
with the political fame of his father could be so cruel in sexually abusing members of his own 
family. Henry and Mary never extended their cruelty in this form, as far as we are aware, but this 
is applicable in that family cruelty is not silenced or less common in families in the political 
spotlight. The Adams family has not dealt with the shame of their father’s cruelty after his death, 
suffering in silence for many years. Again, it is difficult to examine all the possible psychosocial 
meanings behind these actions after the person is deceased. However, the family could gather 
information in order to understand meanings behind this level of abuse in a political figure such 
as Gerry Adams, Sr. 
 Gerry Adams, Sr. was not a member of a royal family so his power was limited and 
consolidated as a political leader, a predominant role; which is in direct contrast to the unlimited 
national power Henry and Mary possessed as monarchs in the sixteenth century. It is difficult to 
create a clear juxtaposition between the two other that they both wielded power and influence 
and that they were alleged to have been cruel towards family members while in this sear of 
power. Their roles as monarchs or unitary actors come first as a method of identification and 
then their additional roles as fathers, sisters, and husbands come into consideration when acts of 
cruelty are discovered amongst these public families.  
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 As could be imagined, the betrayal or cruelty of a family member is harder to understand 
or comprehend than betrayal or cruelty from an enemy. There will always be questions in the 
cruelty of a loved one because, like many paradoxes, it is a complicated matter. From this study, 
it can be concluded that a number of psychosocial factors contribute to the cruelty inflicted by a 
family member. From this study, it is evident that reoccurring concepts of betrayal, suspicion, 
pride, and often jealousy can lead to a conflict or dispute amongst family members, which, 
depending on the circumstances, leads to cruelty or even violence. Although the psychology 
behind these decisions will never be determined based on the length of time that has lapsed 
between the lives of these individuals and present day, the most pronounced psychosocial aspects 
contributing and often stemming from other external forces, such as religion and politics are not 
outdated and are still relevant in today’s world.  
 The use of the historical model included in this study will aid in assisting to understand 
and accept the ebbs and flows of a conflict from a historical perspective. In the midst of a current 
conflict or ongoing conflict without the perspective of history, it is difficult to pinpoint areas of 
ebbs and areas of flows in which the conflict takes a step forward in the resolution process and 
when it takes a step backwards. Often the step forward, while not the final resolution in the 
conflict, is a crucial step that, without that first initiative, the outcome will not be achievable. 
Northern Ireland is a conflict of complex measures, which makes it applicable as an example in 
this study because there are also elements of betrayal, suspicion, pride and cruelty. Pride is 
probably most predominant as it is a case of identity with both parties in the dispute, the 
Protestants and Catholics. The element of suspicion is still present in both communities because 
of the lack of trust with one another regardless of the peace treaty. However, when looking at the 
long conflict that ensued prior to the peace treaty, it is easier to comprehend why there would 
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remain some level of suspicion amongst each group. While these groups, the Protestants and 
Catholics, are not royal, nor did they derive their authority through traditional means, the 
Protestants still held a strong hold over Northern Ireland’s government through judicial 
authority, which led to oppression and conflict amongst the Irish population in that region. 
Again, in this case, without going into an individual psychological assessment of the main 
leaders involved in this conflict, there would also be some reoccurring prominent themes, which 
would perhaps explain some behavior or create a better understanding of the more minute, yet 
significant, aspects of the Northern Ireland conflict. Additionally, similar to the themes 
associated with Henry and Mary, power was another reoccurring issue throughout the Northern 
Ireland conflict. As mentioned before, the Protestants monopolized the government and the work 
force, exerting their power and supremacy over the Catholic population. These feelings of 
oppression and powerlessness created fear and suspicion amongst the Catholic community. 
Methodological Contributions 
 The unique methodology used in this study is another contribution to both the field of 
conflict analysis and resolution as well as history. As mentioned in the methodology chapter in 
this study, the standard content analysis model, even the Tamboukou Model, was not going to 
reveal all that could be gathered from the data. Further inquiry was necessary, primarily based on 
the background and contextual reading in order to create inference and come to conclusions 
based on what is mentioned and what is being omitted from the text and creating a timeline in 
which these events happened. This was done in order to better understand the course of action 
these monarchs took in order to preserve and consolidate their powers, even by hurting or 
destroying their own families. The original research in this study revealed interesting patterns 
and created a further understanding of how and why Henry and Mary’s characters and narratives 
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have been maligned over time. This would be a further contribution to the field of Tudor history, 
while the further understanding of such a non-traditional family structure and its conflicts is a 
contribution to the field of conflict analysis and resolution. The creation of the historical model 
will also aid in this process of understanding and historical identification of the cycles of conflict 
before resolution is finally, if ever, reached.  
 The method of analysis used for this study includes a combination of the Tamboukou 
Model of narrative analysis and a standard historical analysis used by historians. As previously 
mentioned, each model of analysis would not be appropriate for a study of this nature. The blend 
of models allows for the subjective nature required for data on individuals who have lived over 
five hundred years ago. While the Tamboukou Model is able to easily identify emerging themes 
and concepts, there needed to be more a loosely based method of analysis as the sources do not 
always provide enough explanation nor are there available additional materials available for 
further consideration and supporting evidence. However, both the Tamboukou Model and a 
standard historical analysis used biographies or other additional materials for context when an 
analysis is being conducted. For a study of this nature, context is imperative for further 
understanding. This method of analysis from both the social sciences and the humanities allows 
for further historical perspective for social scientists and allows historians a tighter framework of 
methodology.  
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 
 It is also interesting to note that the psychosocial aspects to Henry and Mary’s alleged 
cruelty could also be broken down and applied to Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. Maslow sought 
to identify what motivates people, which relates to the underlying meaning in the primary 
research question for this study. Both Henry and Mary are interesting when considering how the 
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pyramid of needs works. The bottom and most basic level of human needs is the physiological 
level. This includes food, water, shelter and warmth. Based on Henry and Mary’s upbringing as 
royalty, this level was taken for granted. Henry and Mary would never go without food, water, 
shelter and warmth; they had the means to be consistently provided for with all those elements of 
basic human living. Perhaps because they never knew any different, this level was skipped over 
and therefore they really began at the next level of safety. This is perhaps the most significant 
level for both of them. It could be due to the time in history in which they lived, but Henry and 
Mary never experienced satisfaction at the safety level of the pyramid.  They were both 
constantly in fear in terms of the threat of usurpation and possible assassination. Mary certainly 
lacked stability and security based on her father’s underlying cruelty and the decisions he made 
which transformed the course her life and the future of England. It is no wonder that Henry and 
Mary failed to move on above the safety level of the hierarchy.  
It is not surprising that the next level includes love and belonging. Love includes that 
from friends, family, spouses and lovers. Henry was too suspicious to fully accept the love of his 
friends and eventually found reasons to destroy nearly all of them. His family structure changed 
many times during his life; he was raised with his mother, father, two sisters, and older brother. 
His older brother died in 1501, then his mother died in 1503, then his sister was sent off to be the 
queen consort of Scotland later that year (Penn, 2012). Eventually Henry’s father, Henry VII, 
died in 1509, leaving him as the new King of England. From there, he married his brother’s 
widow, Katherine of Aragon, and in 1516, they had Mary together (Penn, 2012). After that, he 
divorced Katherine in 1533 and proceeded to marry five more times, producing two more 
children, Elizabeth in 1533 and Edward in 1537. Based on the consistent change in his family 
structure, he may have lacked this component to his life as well. Lastly, spouses are another key 
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issue to why Henry did not move on to the next level, as previously mentioned. Henry executed 
two wives and divorced two others; clearly, he was not successful in this area of his life either. 
Reaching self-actualization, especially in terms of identity, was a major issue for Henry as other 
identities were evoked when he broke the structural constraints of his life because of his 
personal, religious, and political transformation. This is directly related to identity theory, which 
is a supporting theory of role theory. According to Stryker’s theory on identity, once an identity 
is high on the salience hierarchy, one’s role performances therefore become more reliable with 
the expectations that are attached to their new identities (Stryker, 2008). Henry was unable to 
reach complete self-actualization, meaning his identities and the roles he took on after he broke 
from the structural constraints of his position were never fully developed and therefore caused 
conflict within his life. 
For Mary, her family structure also changed due to the decisions of her father. She did 
not marry until she was thirty-eight years old, in 1554, and for all accounts, her marriage 
appeared only to be for dynastic reasons, as there appeared to be very little mutual love between 
Mary and Philip. Additionally, in terms of her family unit and relationship with her siblings, 
Mary was twenty-one years older than her brother Edward and seventeen years older than her 
sister, Elizabeth. Her relationship with her sister Elizabeth appears most compelling due to their 
rivalry while Mary was Queen of England. Both of these rulers appeared almost “stunted” in 
their successes in moving on up to the next level of self-esteem, which they both seemed to lack, 
and therefore had no chance of achieving self-actualization in their lifetimes. This could explain 
the reason why Henry and Mary never reached the level of self-actualization, and why there was 
so much conflict in their roles and identities during the process of the hierarchy.  
Limitations of the Study 
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 As was previously mentioned in the methodology chapter, the limitations predicted and 
confirmed during the study included the ambiguity of some of the documents as well as the 
outdated and inconsistent spelling from the sixteenth century. Another limitation was the obvious 
biases of the Victorian authors in the secondary sources written in the nineteenth century. 
Another limitation was attempting to dissect the decisions of meanings behind actions that were 
carried out over four hundred and fifty years ago. While both the primary and secondary texts 
revealed reoccurring patterns and themes, which contributed to the reasons behind some of these 
actions, there is no way to fully understand or comprehend the psychology of someone who has 
been deceased for half a millennium. This is a major limitation to the findings of this study, but 
instead, offers an alternative theory or narrative to the well-researched Tudor era. 
 Additional limitations to this study include speculation of present day cases such as 
Northern Ireland, which was used to for historical model and Morocco, which was used as a 
comparison to Henry and Mary. The context of both of these cases differs from the Tudor era 
because in the case of Northern Ireland, it was much more recent and dealt with non-royals. In 
the case of Morocco, there was a royal family; however, the religious identities differed greatly 
in that Henry and Mary were of a Christian background whereas Hassan II was of a Muslim 
background in a predominately-Muslim country. In addition, Henry and Mary were not only of a 
different century, but their lives are dated back to five hundred years ago making the discrepancy 
in time greater than if they had lived in the Victorian Era or the eighteenth century. 
 Furthermore, there was limited coverage of the available data sources pertaining to Henry 
and Mary; the findings of this study are solely dependent on the researcher’s interpretations of 
the data, as no one else has looked at these sources. The psychosocial theories on these two 
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individuals, which was developed in the present in order to analyze historical figures also 
presents its own limitations as a full interview, could not be conducted.    
Future Research 
 In the future, further studies can be conducted on the family dynamics of not only 
European royalty, but of the royal houses in other regions and cultures of the world. This will 
allow for a broader cultural understanding of the complex dynamics of the monarchy. 
Additionally, as was previously mentioned in this chapter, the Victorian Era writers had little 
tolerance or understanding of Henry’s reign as they often depicted him as a villain. A study 
could be conducted on tolerant views of Henry’s regime in nineteenth century England and the 
impact gender roles play in tolerance and perception, post Age of Enlightenment. Again, while 
using a gender theory connected with conflict analysis and resolution, this study could contribute 
to the fields of history and conflict analysis and resolution. These studies could be presented at 
the Royal Studies Network, the Royal Historical Society, and perhaps some conferences on 
tolerance, history organizations, family therapy, and conflict analysis and resolution.  
Conclusion 
 The findings of this study are helpful in understanding the complex nature of family 
dynamics, power struggles, and lastly lend a new theory to the much-debated character of Henry 
VIII and Mary I. Through the analysis and tools used to implement and carry out this study, a 
historical model emerged to analyze and identify reoccurring trends and patterns using historical 
perspectives and tools on conflicts more modern than the reigns of Henry and Mary. While even 
in England, Henry and Mary’s lives seem far removed, the stories or narratives of their struggles 
and family dynamics are reoccurring issues that are even present in today’s world and in today’s 
families. Clearly, their measures and methods of conflict resolution are outdated or nonexistent. 
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However, the perceived psychosocial characteristics in these disputes or conflicts are not 
outdated and can be considered for current methods of resolution in interpersonal, organizational, 
and international disputes. As mentioned earlier, the secondary documents used in this study 
were most revealing in how the perceptions and tolerance of these monarchs have changed. They 
were written in the nineteenth century, past the Age of Enlightenment or Age of Reason, where 
religious intolerance and the damage done during the Reformation was looked upon with the 
reasoning and tolerance acquired during the next two centuries and not present in sixteenth 
century England. The authors must have perceived the measures Henry and Mary took as 
inhumane and ridiculous from the perspective history afforded them to deem those actions 
unacceptable. Additionally, during the Age of Enlightenment, Rousseau began to question the 
divine rights of kings. He concluded that Kings do not receive their power from God, but instead 
from the general will of the people (Rousseau, 1973; also supported by Ronald, 2012). With 
these newfound ideas, it is no wonder that Henry and Mary’s reigns were perceived with 
intolerance for the sheer amount of unwarranted violence in the eyes of an enlightenment thinker 
and scholar.  
Both of these monarchs acted on the notion that they were carrying out the will of God 
and, through their power, they were doing God’s work. Again, as historical perspective now 
shows us, the ideas or concepts of the past are constantly changing in order to facilitate better 
understanding of the world and our society.  History will always repeat itself, but with new ideas 
and new understandings, especially patterns of the past, so new and emerging conflicts can be 
identified earlier. Then, hopefully, these conflicts can be prevented from escalating violence 
worldwide, not just in the tumultuous and controversial reigns of Henry Tudor and Mary Tudor. 
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